Purdue University

Purdue e-Pubs
Open Access Dissertations

Theses and Dissertations

8-2018

Village in the City: Collective Efficacy and Neighborhood Stability
on Chicago’s Far Southwest Side
Joy L. Kadowaki
Purdue University

Follow this and additional works at: https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_dissertations

Recommended Citation
Kadowaki, Joy L., "Village in the City: Collective Efficacy and Neighborhood Stability on Chicago’s Far
Southwest Side" (2018). Open Access Dissertations. 1973.
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_dissertations/1973

This document has been made available through Purdue e-Pubs, a service of the Purdue University Libraries.
Please contact epubs@purdue.edu for additional information.

VILLAGE IN THE CITY: COLLECTIVE EFFICACY AND
NEIGHBORHOOD STABILITY ON CHICAGO’S
FAR SOUTHWEST SIDE
by
Joy L. Kadowaki

A Dissertation
Submitted to the Faculty of Purdue University
In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

Department of Sociology
West Lafayette, Indiana
August 2018

ii

THE PURDUE UNIVERSITY GRADUATE SCHOOL
STATEMENT OF COMMITTEE APPROVAL

Dr. Brian C. Kelly, Co-chair
Department of Sociology
Dr. Michael Vuolo, Co-chair
Department of Sociology, The Ohio State University
Dr. Rachel L. Einwohner
Department of Sociology
Dr. Jack Spencer
Department of Sociology

Approved by:
Dr. Linda Renzulli
Head of the Department of Sociology

iii

In dedication to my grandparents - four Chicagoans who gifted me with a great love of learning:
John M. Coverick
Mary Anne Olsen Coverick
Hisao “Paul” Kadowaki
Lois Byl Kadowaki

This dissertation is for my Dad, who keeps Chicago in his heart; for my Mom, who keeps her
heart in Chicago; for my brothers and sisters, who are my best friends; for my husband, Chad,
who I adore; and for my son, Charlie - the best boy ever and my brightest light.

iv

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

There are so many people who have helped make this dissertation possible. First, I would
like to thank Mike Vuolo and Brian Kelly, who have been the most amazing mentors and advisors
that a graduate student could ever wish for. I’m not sure that I could ever adequately express how
grateful I am to you both, but please know that I have learned so much from you and I will forever
be thankful for your support. You have provided me with the skills, training, and confidence that
I will carry with me throughout the rest of my career. More importantly, you have done this in a
way that has always made me feel respected as a scholar. Thank you for the lessons and the laughs.
I will always consider you both great mentors and good friends.
I am also thankful to Rachel Einwohner and Jack Spencer for their training and mentorship
throughout the past eight years, as well as for their invaluable feedback on this project. Rachel,
you have taught me that academic rigor does not preclude kindness and compassion. Jack, you
have taught me that a serious scholar can also have fun. Further, I will never forget how you jarred
me away from thinking like a lawyer and into thinking like a sociologist, when you responded to
one of the answers I gave at my analytic project defense by saying, “I know that’s the answer that
a lawyer would give, but what’s the real answer?” Thank you to all of my committee members for
helping me become a sociologist and for teaching me how to search for the real answers. I promise
to do my best.
I am also thankful to all of the other faculty members, staff, and graduate students in the
Department of Sociology at Purdue University. You have all been an important part of my
education and training and I have thoroughly enjoyed my past eight years with you. I am especially

v
thankful to Linda Renzulli, who made being on the job market a much less scary thing. Thank you
so much for your wonderful mentorship.
I would not have made it this far in life without good friends by my side along every step
of the way. I am blessed in that there are far too many of you to list by name but please know that
your support, laughter, and love has been indispensable to me. I will, however, take a moment to
thank “the gang” by name – Jennifer Stevens, Patricia Morton, and Glen Ray Hood. You crazy
kids have been particularly helpful over the past eight years. Not only have we shared some
incredibly fun times, but you have provided me with the support and advice necessary to get
through the ups and downs of graduate school. Thank you.
My family has been my most important source of love and support. My grandparents taught
me so much about Chicago and truly instilled in me a love of learning. While Grammy, Papa, and
Grandpa have passed on, they are forever a part of everything I do. And to my Grandma, Lois
Kadowaki – I am incredibly blessed that you are a part of my life. Thank you for all of your love
and support.
My parents, Patricia Kelly and Mark Kadowaki, are two of the most intelligent, motivated,
and caring people that I have ever met. I am thankful to them for always encouraging me to do
what makes me happy and for endlessly supporting me in my education, which began in a
Montessori classroom at age 1 and has endured all the way through what I can only estimate must
be 32nd grade. Mom, you have always believed in me, encouraged me to pursue my goals, and
convinced me that I could accomplish anything that I put my mind to. I wouldn’t be here if not for
you. Dad, you have always pushed me to think about things from multiple perspectives, to ask
questions, and to hunt for answers. Thank you both for everything, but especially for loving me.

vi
Thank you too to my step-dad Sy Kelly, my step-mom Tracey Kadowaki, and my father-in-law
Bill Carter. All of you have shown me so much love and support. I am eternally grateful.
To my first teammates in life, Anne Kadowaki, PJ Kadowaki, and Marie Kadowaki – you
are my best friends. You are the funniest and most wonderful people I know. You have supported
me in so many ways and you make my life better. Thank you also to my other siblings, aunts,
uncles, cousins, nephews, and other relatives and special friends, especially: Casey Kadowaki,
Catlyn Savado, Maureen Soso Kadowaki, Colleen Kelly Udvett, Ryan Udvett, Andy Wilson, Eistir
McShane, Caitlin McShane, Jill Carter, Eric Carter, and Nikki Carter. I love you all dearly.
Thank you to my son, Charlie Carter. I’m not sure how someone as little as you could
spread such a giant ring of joy, but in your two-and-a-half short years here you have made so many
people so deeply happy. You blow me away with your intelligence, you crack me up with your
jokes, you touch me with your kindness, and you make me so very proud. Your tiny fist knocking
on my office door was always a welcomed reminder that there was more to life than this
dissertation. I am excited to go on our next great adventure together. I love you so very, very much.
I have had no greater source of strength in my life than my husband, Chad Carter. Chad, I
love you dearly. You are the smartest and most generous man I know. You have helped me
overcome every obstacle I have faced and you have made life so very easy and so much fun. No
one can make me laugh like you do and there is no one that I would rather have by my side. You
have worked so hard for our family and have tirelessly supported and encouraged me on this long
journey, and you never once complained. Thank you.
And finally, I am deeply grateful to the people of Beverly who participated in this research.
This study would not have been possible without your curiosity, insightfulness, enthusiasm, and
great love for your neighborhood. I hope that we all can learn something from it.

vii

TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES ......................................................................................................................... xi
LIST OF FIGURES ...................................................................................................................... xii
ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................................. xiv
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................... 1
From Neighborhood Social Disorganization to Neighborhood Effects ...................................... 4
Collective Efficacy Theory ......................................................................................................... 7
Criticisms and Limitations of Collective Efficacy Research .................................................... 10
An Ethnographic Study of Collective Efficacy ......................................................................... 14
Temkin and Rohe’s (1998) Social Capital Model of Neighborhood Change ........................... 16
The Collective Efficacy Model of Neighborhood Stability ...................................................... 19
(A) Initial Status of the Neighborhood .................................................................................. 20
(B) Sources of Change........................................................................................................... 21
(C) Sociocultural Milieu of the Neighborhood ..................................................................... 21
(D) Residents’ Willingness to Act ......................................................................................... 23
(E) Neighborhood Social Capital .......................................................................................... 23
(F) Collective Efficacy .......................................................................................................... 24
(G) Extra-local Factors .......................................................................................................... 25
(H) Collective Neighborhood Action .................................................................................... 25
(I) Stable (Defended) Neighborhood ..................................................................................... 26
(J) Status of Neighborhood Increases or Remains the Same Over Time .............................. 27
Dissertation Summary ............................................................................................................... 27
CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH SITE AND METHODS ................................................................... 30
Methodological Framework and Case Selection ....................................................................... 31
Naming the Neighborhood ........................................................................................................ 33

viii
Chicago Community Area 72: Beverly ..................................................................................... 34
Key Neighborhood Organizations and Institutions ................................................................... 42
19th Ward .............................................................................................................................. 43
Chicago Police 22nd District .................................................................................................. 44
Beverly Area Planning Association....................................................................................... 46
Methods ..................................................................................................................................... 48
Ethnographic Observations ................................................................................................... 48
Interviews .............................................................................................................................. 51
Documents and Other Secondary Sources ............................................................................ 55
Analysis ..................................................................................................................................... 56
The In-Betweeness of Studying “Home” .................................................................................. 58
Qualitative Inquiry and Collective Efficacy.............................................................................. 66
CHAPTER 3: NEIGHBORHOOD SOCIOCULTURAL MILIEU AND COLLECTIVE
EFFICACY ................................................................................................................................... 67
Neighborhood Attachment and Collective Action .................................................................... 69
Beverly: The Village in the City ............................................................................................... 71
Place Identity and Solidarity ..................................................................................................... 78
Neighborhood Narrative Frames ............................................................................................... 81
A Brief History of Beverly and Urban Unease ..................................................................... 82
Ethnicity, Deep Roots, and Re-inventing the Old Neighborhoods ....................................... 87
Leaving the Black Belt and Upward Mobility ...................................................................... 90
Integrated Beverly and Embracing Diversity ........................................................................ 95
Conclusion ................................................................................................................................. 99
CHAPTER 4: SOCIAL CAPITAL AND COLLECTIVE EFFICACY ..................................... 103
Defining Neighborhood Social Capital ................................................................................... 103
Neighborhood Social Capital and Collective Efficacy ........................................................... 109

ix
Neighborhood Networks in Beverly ....................................................................................... 111
Family Ties .......................................................................................................................... 111
Friendship and Neighboring Ties ........................................................................................ 113
Organizational and Institutional Ties .................................................................................. 113
Neighborhood Social Capital in Beverly ................................................................................ 114
Social Support ..................................................................................................................... 115
Social Leverage ................................................................................................................... 117
Neighborhood Organization Participation ........................................................................... 120
Informal Social Control ....................................................................................................... 130
The Evolution of Social Capital: The Internet and Social Media ........................................... 134
Conclusion ............................................................................................................................... 137
CHAPTER 5: WILLINGNESS TO ACT, CRIME, AND COLLECTIVE EFFICACY ............ 142
Beverly as a Safe Place in a Big City ...................................................................................... 145
Violent Crime and Sense of Place ........................................................................................... 151
Metra Muggings as Routine Urban Crimes ......................................................................... 151
A Comparison of the Response to Gunpoint Armed Robberies, 2016 vs. 2017 ................. 154
95th Street Shooting and Detaching Crime from Place........................................................ 161
Conclusion ............................................................................................................................... 164
CHAPTER 6: NEIGHBORHOOD DEFENSE AND THE MAINTENANCE OF STABILITY
..................................................................................................................................................... 168
Suttles’ Defended Neighborhood Theory ............................................................................... 171
Application of the Defended Neighborhood Framework ........................................................ 172
The Dark Side of Collective Efficacy and Neighborhood Defense ........................................ 176
Neighborhood Defense as a Social Process ............................................................................ 178
Beverly’s Boundaries, Municipal and Cognitive .................................................................... 178
Neighborhood Defense Mechanisms in Beverly ..................................................................... 188

x
Physical Barriers and Street Planning ................................................................................. 188
Monitoring the Neighborhood and Surveilling “Strangers” ................................................ 197
Selective Recruitment and the Insider Housing Networks .................................................. 204
Eliminating “Problem” Properties ....................................................................................... 210
Racially Motivated Hate Crimes and Community Response .............................................. 214
Case Study: The Southside Irish Parade ................................................................................. 216
Conclusion ............................................................................................................................... 226
CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION ................................................................................................... 229
Beverly and the Collective Efficacy Model of Neighborhood Stability ................................. 232
Culture and Context: Sociocultural Milieu.......................................................................... 234
Social Capital and Neighborhood Resources ...................................................................... 236
Stability and Safety: Willingness to Act and Intervene ....................................................... 237
Practical Considerations and Policy Suggestions .................................................................... 239
1. Establish Comprehensive Neighborhood Organizations ................................................. 240
2. Strengthen Neighborhood Sociocultural Milieu .............................................................. 241
3. Emphasize and Develop the Resource Potential of Social Ties ...................................... 242
4. Incentivize and Support Action ....................................................................................... 244
5. Provide Resources in Support of Neighborhood Social Infrastructure ........................... 245
The Politics of Place and Neighborhood Inequality ................................................................ 246
Concluding Remarks on Neighborhood Collective Efficacy .................................................. 249
Concluding Remarks on Beverly ............................................................................................ 250
APPENDIX A: RESIDENT INTERVIEW PROTOCOL .......................................................... 252
REFERENCES ........................................................................................................................... 254

xi

LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 Collective Efficacy Index .................................................................................................. 9
Table 2 Percentage of Black Residents by Neighborhood Over Time ........................................ 35
Table 3. Median Income by Community Area – 2000 and 2016 ................................................. 40
Table 4. Number of Violent Crimes by Community Area, Sep 2016-Sep 2017.......................... 42
Table 5. Interview Respondent Demographics ............................................................................ 53
Table 6. Robberies in Beverly, 2014-2017 ................................................................................ 156
Table 7. Time and Location of Gunpoint Robberies in Beverly, 2016 vs. 2017 Clusters ......... 159

xii

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Temkin and Rohe’s (1998) Social Capital Model of Neighborhood Change .............. 17
Figure 2. The Collective Efficacy Model of Neighborhood Stability.......................................... 20
Figure 3. Chicago, 77 Community Areas (Beverly Highlighted) ................................................ 34
Figure 4. Beverly Racial/Ethnic Composition, 2000 ................................................................... 36
Figure 5. Beverly Racial/Ethnic Composition, 2010 ................................................................... 37
Figure 6. Map of Median Household Income of Chicago Community Areas ............................. 38
Figure 7. Annual Household Income in Beverly and Surrounding Area, 2010 ........................... 39
Figure 8. Income Disparity by Census Tract ............................................................................... 40
Figure 9. Map of Violent Crimes By Neighborhood per 100,000 Residents............................... 41
Figure 10. Map of Chicago Wards with 19th Ward Highlighted.................................................. 43
Figure 11. Chicago 22nd Police Districts with Community Areas ............................................... 44
Figure 12. Chicago Police 22nd District with Beats, Beverly Outlined in Red ............................ 45
Figure 13. BAPA Members, circa 1970s ..................................................................................... 46
Figure 14. Ride-Along Interview Route with Connie .................................................................. 55
Figure 15. My Childhood Home and Residence During Fieldwork, 2017. ................................. 59
Figure 16. Residential Block in Beverly, June 2018.................................................................... 74
Figure 17. Trees on a Residential Block in Beverly, June 2018 .................................................. 75
Figure 18. Google Satellite Image Bird’s Eye View of Beverly ................................................. 76
Figure 19. Shakespeare in the Park, Ridge Park, August 2015 ................................................... 77
Figure 20. St. John Fisher Parish Picnic, Beverly Park, August 2015 ......................................... 77
Figure 21. Beverly-Morgan Park Civic Associations ................................................................ 125
Figure 22. Gunpoint Armed Robberies in Beverly, 2016 String vs. 2017 String ...................... 158
Figure 23. Beverly and its Boundaries ....................................................................................... 180
Figure 24. Racial Dot Map of Beverly, Morgan Park, and Mt. Greenwood.............................. 183
Figure 25. Cognitive Maps of Beverly....................................................................................... 185
Figure 26. Map of Streets Surrounding Beverly Park ................................................................ 190
Figure 27. North Beverly Street Accessibility ........................................................................... 193
Figure 28. Sign on Longwood Ave, Halloween 2015................................................................ 196

xiii
Figure 29. Sign on Traffic Diverter in North Beverly, “Little Ghosts and Goblins in Costumes
Welcome Here Until 7pm” ......................................................................................................... 197
Figure 30. Parade-Goers Enjoy the Southside Irish Parade, March 2015.................................. 222
Figure 31. The Collective Efficacy Model of Neighborhood Stability (Revisited) ................... 233

xiv

ABSTRACT

Author: Kadowaki, Joy, L. PhD
Institution: Purdue University
Degree Received: August 2018
Title: Village in the City: Collective Efficacy and Neighborhood Stability on Chicago’s Far
Southwest Side
Major Professor: Brian C. Kelly
The theory of collective efficacy highlights the importance of community members’ shared
expectations for social control and their trust and cohesion with one another for predicting
neighborhood variation in crime and other social outcomes. Researchers have found that
neighborhood collective efficacy is largely stable over time and predicts future variation in crime
and other social outcomes, independently of neighborhood social composition. An expansive body
of quantitative research has made a very compelling case for the durability of collective efficacy
as an important neighborhood process, but a number of questions remain regarding the social
mechanisms by which it operates. This dissertation undertakes an ethnographic exploration of the
determinants, processes, and consequences of neighborhood collective efficacy in Beverly - a
highly efficacious, stably diverse, middle-class Chicago neighborhood. The findings from this
study have contributed to the development of a model of collective efficacy and neighborhood
stability. This model serves as roadmap for understanding how context, culture, individual agency,
organizational support, and neighborhood resources are interrelated and operate to impact efficacy
and ultimately collective action, with implications for neighborhood stability. Specifically, I find
that collective efficacy reflects the interplay of neighborhood sociocultural milieu, social capital
and neighborhood resources, and residents’ willingness to act. This neighborhood process is best
understood as situated in local contexts and histories. Collective efficacy facilitates successful
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neighborhood collective action and ultimately, the ability of residents to maintain, or improve,
their neighborhood conditions.

1

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

A long line of sociological research on cities and communities shares a major underlying
theme: neighborhoods matter. Neighborhoods contribute to a determination of residents' social
networks, routine activities, health outcomes, and life chances (Sampson 2012). Neighborhoods
also affect residents’ ability to achieve common goals, such as procurement of resources and
services from outside of the neighborhood, minimizing disorder, and controlling crime (Sampson
2012). Researchers have made great strides in highlighting the structural conditions that predict
neighborhood well-being outcomes (for a review, see Sampson, Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley
2002), but we know much less about the community-level social processes that facilitate those
effects on, for example, outcomes like safety and stability (Sampson 2000).
One major foray into illuminating the social processes of neighborhood effects is the theory
of collective efficacy (Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls 1997). Collective efficacy can be defined
as “the ability of a community to come together for action in the interest of the collective good”
(Walton 2016:233) and reflects a community’s “linkage of trust and cohesion with shared
expectations for control” (Morenoff, Sampson, and Raudenbush 2001:520). Quantitative
researchers have made a very strong case for the mediating effects of collective efficacy on
neighborhood outcomes, and especially for efficacy’s effect on crime rates (Sampson et al. 1997;
Sampson 2012). However, a critique of this line of work has been has been its failure to fully
consider the role that geographic, cultural, historical, and political context play in shaping
processes of neighborhood efficacy. For example, collective efficacy as commonly operationalized
measures shared expectations and social cohesion, but omits an exploration of events and lacks a
contextualized basis for understanding its generation (Sampson et al. 2005). Sampson and
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colleagues argued in their review article that, “Although much effort has been put into
understanding the structural backdrop to neighborhood social organization, we need a deeper focus
on cultural, normative, and collective-action perspectives that attach meaning to how residents
frame their commitment to place” (Sampson et al. 2002:473-474). Because we have not adequately
explored the culture and context of neighborhood social organization, we know very little about
the social processes that promote efficacy and how local context matters for facilitating
neighborhood efficacy and action. As a result, it is difficult to parse out how collective efficacy
can be strategically generated across neighborhood types and what types of structural or contextspecific obstacles must be overcome. In order to address these gaps, this dissertation contextualizes
and ethnographically interrogates neighborhood collective efficacy by asking: What are the
foundations of collective efficacy? What are the social processes of collective efficacy? What are
the effects of neighborhood collective efficacy? Specifically, I seek to provide a better
understanding of the contextual sources of neighborhood attachment, trust, and cohesion and
demonstrate how these factors interact with social capital, neighborhood resources, and agency to
constitute a process of collective efficacy. I also explore how residents activate efficacy in their
day-to-day lives and examine how efficacy and collective action promote neighborhood stability.
I analyze the context of neighborhood collective efficacy through an ethnography of
Beverly, a middle-class, mixed-race, highly efficacious neighborhood. Beverly is one of Chicago’s
77 community areas, and sits on the far southwest side of the city. Beverly originally served as a
home for wealthy, white Protestants in the late 1800s, but made way for new Irish Catholics
residents in the mid-1900s, who quickly became the most numerous ethnic group in the
neighborhood. Beginning in the late 1960s, African-American residents began to move into the
middle-class neighborhood and today, Beverly serves as a rare example of a racially integrated
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Chicago neighborhood. Social disorganization theorists have long argued that racial and ethnic
heterogeneity is negatively associated with social cohesion in a community, but Beverly serves as
a counterexample. Prior sociological research has found Beverly to be one of the two most
collectively efficacious neighborhoods in Chicago (Sampson 2012), making it a ripe research
setting for exploring the context, culture, and social processes of collective efficacy.
Ethnographic research serves as a good method for observing social and collective
processes within neighborhoods, and for allowing researchers the opportunity to interrogate
perceptions and meanings among residents. Qualitative researchers have attempted to better
understand neighborhood processes in part by studying the networks, behaviors, and cultural
frames within communities. There are many excellent urban ethnographies (for examples, see
Anderson 1978 [2003], 1999; Goffman 2009; Newman 1999; Vargas 2016; and Venkatesh 2008;
among many others), but they often share a common focus on the inner-city urban poor (Sampson
2012). There are a few noteworthy exceptions, such as the ethnographies of Beltway, a white
working-class Chicago neighborhood (Carr 2003, 2005; Kefalas 2003) and Groveland, a black
middle-class Chicago neighborhood (Pattillo-McCoy 1999). However, the white middle-class, as
well as mixed-race middle-class neighborhoods, have been largely over-looked (Sampson 2012).
The failure to problematize and critically interrogate social processes in more privileged
neighborhoods limits the availability of analyses across the full spectrum of neighborhood
variation. Research on what is going right in a neighborhood may seem less attention-grabbing
than work on what is going wrong, but understanding how some neighborhoods are successful is
hugely important in identifying factors that contribute to efficacy, so that we might be better able
to aid communities that struggle to attain common goals.
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This chapter proceeds by reviewing the neighborhood effects and collective efficacy
literature. I then draw attention to gaps, tensions, and contradictions in the current literature on
collective efficacy. Lastly, I offer an adapted conceptual model of neighborhood collective
efficacy which accounts for context and explicitly links efficacy to stability of neighborhood
conditions, offering a stronger basis for understanding the relationship between neighborhood
inequalities, collective efficacy, and cities more generally. I will end the chapter with a brief
summary and roadmap for the remainder of the dissertation.
From Neighborhood Social Disorganization to Neighborhood Effects
The study of neighborhood social organization in American sociology can be traced back
to the early 20th century when Robert Park, Ernest Burgess, and their students at the University of
Chicago went out and conducted research across Chicago’s community areas. Based on their
findings, they theorized that the growth of the city was characterized by an outward expansion
from the central business district (Park and Burgess 1925). They identified five concentric zones,
or “natural areas” of land use, each with distinctive attributes and social characteristics and argued
that as population density increased in each zone, it expanded outward into the next area. This
process established a pattern of invasion and succession, by which residents of each zone fled to
distance themselves from the lower social class of incoming groups, thus expanding the city (Park
and Burgess 1925).
Park and Burgess’ (1925) concentric zone theory provided one of the earliest city models
and inspired a line of subsequent research in urban ecology that examined the effects of the city
environment on social outcomes. Of the successive scholarship, perhaps the most significant was
the work of Shaw and McKay (1942) who explored the geographic distribution of juvenile
delinquency in Chicago, and argued that neighborhood characteristics had an impact on social

5
outcomes for resident youths. They went on to identify three structural characteristics of
neighborhoods as correlates of delinquency: (1) residential instability (2) concentrated poverty,
and (3) ethnic heterogeneity. According to Shaw and McKay (1942), the presence of these
conditions interrupted the social organization of the community and fostered a delinquent
subculture, impeding residents’ ability to maintain effective social control. This “social
disorganization” resulted not only in the intergenerational transmission of delinquency, but also
was associated with a number of other neighborhood social problems (Shaw and McKay 1942).
Although Shaw and McKay (1942) did not establish a direct link (only a correlation) between
community factors and delinquency, their findings were significant in that they moved
criminological theory away from biological and psychological explanations, turning the focus
toward the detrimental effects of social structural factors like poverty and residential instability
(Battin 2015).
Through the decades that followed, some scholars criticized social disorganization theory
for its suggestion that poor neighborhoods were inherently “disorganized”, citing ethnographic
research - like Whyte (1943), Jacobs (1961), and Gans (1962) - that detailed dense social networks
and a thriving sense of community within many poor, urban neighborhoods (Sampson 2012).
Additionally, critics pointed out that Shaw and McKay (1942) failed to directly measure informal
social control and therefore had not provided a complete empirical model of social disorganization
(Bursik 1988; Battin 2015). Social disorganization theory fell out of favor beginning in the late
1950s, after public policy interventions based on its tenets were deemed as failures in reducing
delinquency in targeted communities (Battin 2015). Criminological research and theory swayed
away from community and environmental perspectives and back toward a focus on individuals
and micro-level explanations (Battin 2015).
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Research in social disorganization was revitalized in the 1970s, in part by Kornhauser
(1978), who used social ties as an indicator for informal social control (Battin 2015). She found
that poverty, racial heterogeneity, and residential instability negatively affected the number of
social ties and institutions in a community (Kornhauser 1978). The resulting social disorganization
“translated into an impediment of obtaining common goals within the community”, resulting in a
breakdown of informal social control (Battin 2015:16). During the 1980s, social disorganization
research continued to explore how community level variables disrupted social ties and informal
social control (Battin 2015). Despite these important findings which “clearly suggested that social
ties and informal social control were a potential causal link of the empirical relationship between
the community variables and crime and delinquency, the literature to this point had not provided
empirical evidence on how expectations of behavior (or a lack thereof) can impact crime or
delinquent behavior” (Battin 2015:18).
Sampson and Groves (1989) were the first to directly test the theory of social
disorganization as a set of intervening variables. They noted that prior research had pointed out
the link between neighborhood structural characteristics and crimes rates, but had done little to
fully specify the mechanisms that transmitted the effects of structure to neighborhood delinquency
(Sampson and Groves 1989). Their research found that the effects of neighborhood structural
characteristics on delinquency were mediated by social disorganization - operationalized as weak
networks, unsupervised teen groups, and low organizational participation (Sampson and Groves
1989). They argued that their findings, “demonstrated that social-disorganization theory has
vitality and renewed relevance for explaining macro-level variations in crime rates” (Sampson and
Groves 1989:799). Subsequent research by other scholars replicated Sampson and Groves (1989)
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empirical model, further entrenching social disorganization theory as a predominant framework
among theories of crime and deviance (Battin 2015).
Collective Efficacy Theory
Following Sampson and Groves (1989), the reinvigoration of the social disorganization
framework brought about a wealth of “neighborhood effects” research – that is, studies exploring
the social processes and mechanisms which transmitted the effects of social disorganization to
neighborhood outcomes (Sampson et al. 2002). A review by Sampson et al. (2002) identified four
main classes of neighborhood mechanisms that were found to have independent validity as a result
of that research: (1) social ties and interaction (see, e.g. Bellair 1997, 2000; Elliott et al. 1996;
Morenoff et al. 2001; Rountree and Warner 1999; Warner and Rountree 1997; Veysey and
Messner 1999); (2) norms and collective efficacy (see, e.g. Bellair 2000; Elliott et al. 1996;
Markowitz et al. 2001; Rountree and Land 1996; Sampson 1997; Veysey and Messner 1999); (3)
institutional resources (see, e.g. Elliott et al. 1996; Morenoff et al. 2001; Peterson et al. 2000;
Veysey and Messner 1999); and (4) routine activities (see, e.g. LaGrange 1999; Peterson et al.
2000; Sampson and Raudenbush 1999; Smith, Frazee, and Davison 2000). While social ties,
institutional resources, and routine activities were established aspects of prior research in social
disorganization and communities, the concept of collective efficacy was a newer development in
the study of neighborhood effects, aimed specifically at addressing some of the shortcomings of
the existing social disorganization model – primarily, that social disorganization researchers had
established the importance of social networks, but, their assumption that dense social ties were
inherently prohibitive of crime was not well supported empirically (Sampson 2009). In this vein,
Sampson (2009) detailed three countervailing arguments: first, some studies had found that in
certain neighborhood contexts, especially those characterized by extreme poverty, dense social ties
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could actually impede social control (Wilson 1987). Second, research by scholars such as PatilloMcCoy (1999) and Venkatesh (1997) demonstrated that dense ties can also serve to connect
criminal networks (Sampson 2009). Third, strong ties are not necessary components of shared
expectations for social control and strategic connections among neighbors (Sampson 2009). For
example, in his paper “The Strength of Weak Ties”, Granovetter (1973) made a case for the
cohesive power of weak ties, arguing that when less intimate ties are activated, they serve to
integrate communities by drawing together groups who are not otherwise connected. Researchers
have also found evidence that the presence of weak ties among neighbors is negatively associated
with crimes rates (Bellair 1997).
In order to refine social disorganization theory by highlighting the role of social
mechanisms without an over-emphasis on strong ties, Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls (1997)
developed the theory of collective efficacy. Drawing on Bandura’s (1986) concept of self-efficacy,
Sampson et al. (1997:919) proposed the idea of neighborhood collective efficacy as an “activated
process that seek[s] to achieve an intended effect” which is dependent upon conditions of mutual
trust and solidarity among neighbors. They argued that, “it is the linkage of mutual trust and the
willingness to intervene for the common good that defines the neighborhood context of collective
efficacy” (Sampson et al. 1997). One of the important innovations of this study was the
conceptualization of collective efficacy as a construct which represented both informal social
control and social cohesion in the same measure. To assess residents’ perceptions about
neighborhood informal social control, respondents were asked to rate on a five-item Likert scale,
how likely their neighbors were to be counted on to intervene in the scenarios listed in the
“Informal Social Control” column of Table 1 below (Sampson et al. 1997). To measure social
cohesion, neighborhood residents were asked to rate on a five-item Likert scale, their level of
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agreement with the statements in the “Social Cohesion” column of Table 1.1 (Sampson et al. 1997).
Responses were aggregated at the neighborhood level and the two scales were combined into a
summary measure of collective efficacy (Sampson et al. 1997).
Table 1 Collective Efficacy Index

Source: Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls (1997)

Sampson et al. (1997) found that neighborhood concentrated disadvantage and immigrant
concentration were negatively associated with collective efficacy, while residential stability was
positively associated, and that these three variables explained 70% of the neighborhood variation
in collective efficacy. Further, collective efficacy was strongly negatively associated with
violence, and mediated the relationship between the neighborhood variables and violence
(Sampson et al. 1997). And while collective efficacy was significantly, positively related to
friendship and kinship ties, organizational participation, and neighborhood services, when these
variables were controlled for in the model, collective efficacy remained the largest predictor of
violent crime (Sampson et al. 1997). This led Sampson et al. (1997:921) to argue that, “Collective
efficacy thus retained discriminant validity when compared with theoretically relevant, competing
social processes. Moreover these results suggested that dense personal ties, organizations, and
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local services by themselves are not sufficient; reductions in violence appear to be more directly
attributable to informal social control and cohesion among residents.”
Empirical findings from other research have provided strong support for the collective
efficacy model (Battin 2015; Pratt and Cullen 2005), with multiple other studies finding that
collective efficacy is a significant predictor of crime in neighborhoods (Block and Block 2000;
Burchfield and Silver 2013; Maimon and Browning 2010; Mazerolle, Wickes, and McBroom
2010; Meares 2002; Morenoff, Sampson, and Raudenbush 2001; Sampson, Morenoff, and Earls
1999; Sampson and Wickstrom 2008). Collective efficacy has been found to have effects on a host
of other outcomes as well, for example, partner violence (Browning 2002), adolescent sexual
behavior (Browning et al. 2005; Browning et al. 2008), lower teen birth rates (Way, Finch, and
Cohen 2006), self-rated health (Browning and Cagney 2002), reduced mortality (Skrabski, Kopp,
and Kawachi 2004), lower rates of adolescent obesity (Cohen et al. 2006), children’s health
behaviors (Kamo et al. 2008), self-control in children (Gibson et al. 2010), and children’s
antisocial behaviors (Odgers et al. 2009).
Criticisms and Limitations of Collective Efficacy Research
Despite its wide support, there are also several critiques of collective efficacy research.
One strain of criticism questions the measure of collective efficacy. First, collective efficacy, as it
is most commonly operationalized, measures residents’ perceptions about whether or not their
neighbors will act in certain scenarios, and does not directly measure action (Matsueda and
Drakulich 2015). This limitation was recognized in the original paper by Sampson et al. 1997, who
pointed out that “indicators of informal control and social cohesion were not observed directly but
rather inferred from informant reports” (Sampson et al. 1997:923). Second, and along the same
lines, the collective efficacy construct represents individuals’ beliefs and personal assessments
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about a group of residents, but has been used by researchers to measures a group-level
phenomenon. (Hipp and Wo 2015; Matsueda and Drakulich 2015). That is, assumptions are made
about neighborhood capacity based on individual-level data points (Hipp and Wo 2015). These
shortcomings raise questions about how residents might know whether and when their neighbors
will intervene (Matsueda and Drakulich 2015), especially under conditions of low or no crime (St.
Jean 2007; Hipp and Wo 2015). The lack, thus far, of collective efficacy research that directly
measures or assesses group-level action results in concern about the validity of the measure. A
third measurement issue is that some researchers have found that informants’ responses to informal
social control measures are “updated” and affected by previous observations of deviance and/or
crime in the neighborhood (Hipp 2016; Matsueda and Drakulich 2015). The effect of updating
suggests that collective efficacy may be endogenous to crime, however, this feedback effect is
rarely accounted for in collective efficacy models (Hipp 2016). Further, there are very few
longitudinal studies of collective efficacy, limiting a full understanding of how collective efficacy
evolves over time and whether its relationship with outcomes such as crime will remain robust
(Hipp and Wo 2015).
Collective efficacy research has also been criticized for the lack of context in its analysis.
The literature has largely focused on intra-neighborhood effects, often failing to adequately
consider other contextual factors such as the broader urban political economy, the role of
conditions in neighboring communities, and the ability or inability of residents to access extralocal resources and affect political decision-making (Bursik and Grasmick 1993; Kubrin and
Weitzer 2003). Consequently, as Kubrin and Weitzer (2003:387) pointed out, “compared to the
large number of study on the effects of intra-neighborhood factors on crime, surprisingly little
attention has been given to the role of exogenous determinants, and very little is known about the
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connections and interactions between internal and external factors.” This limitation is particularly
glaring when considered alongside Sampson et al.’s (2002:465) reminder that “neighborhood
processes are not produced in a vacuum; some social processes, particularly those related to the
idea of collective efficacy, appear to emerge mainly in environments with a sufficient endowment
of socioeconomic resources and residential stability.” Despite the acknowledged importance of
contextual factors by so many scholars, there is a severe lack of research which interrogates the
full context of neighborhood collective efficacy. Additionally, some scholars argue that there has
been an over-reliance on “neighborhood” as a discrete unit of analysis which belies the social
reality that people’s lives rarely unfold only within the geographic boundaries of their
neighborhoods (Carriere 2016). Others have pointed out that “neighborhood” is imposed onto
locales by researchers, and methodological borders may not always match up with the mental or
practical definitions of neighborhoods used by the individuals who live in them (Coulton et al.
2001). This opens the door to introducing researcher bias and may have implications for the
validity of the study (Coulton et al. 2001).
Lastly, it is worth pointing out that how scholars have been asking research questions about
neighborhoods may in fact be constricting and biasing their analytical viewpoint. For example,
Slater (2013) offered a critique that altogether rejects the hegemony of the neighborhood effects
paradigm in urban studies. He argued that the guiding statement “neighborhoods affect life
chances” obscures the role that structural forces play in determining why people live where they
do in cities (Slater 2013). He argued that:
If we invert the neighborhood effects thesis to your life chances affect where you live, then
the problem becomes one of understanding life chances via a theory of capital
accumulation and class struggles in cities…The ecological determinism practiced by
neighborhood effects believers stands on very shaky ground when placed within the
context of well over a century of theoretical advances in respect of how differential life
chances are created in cities (Slater 2013:369).
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Slater (2013) also specifically called attention to Sampson’s work, arguing that, “Sampson (2012)
has attempted to transcend these difficulties in his impressive magnum opus on neighborhood
effects in Chicago, but his reluctance to engage at any level with the institutional apparatus of
capitalist urbanization renders incomplete his insistence on viewing ‘individual selection’ into
different neighborhoods as something ‘embedded in a process of structural sorting’” (Slater
2013:381 citing Sampson 2012:378). Slater (2013:382) also cited Wacquant in support of his
argument, writing: “Wacquant (2008:284) argues that neighborhood effects convey a ‘falsely
depoliticized vision of urban inequality’ and are best understood as the effects of the state inscribed
into urban space: ‘in reality they track the extent to which the state works or fails to equalize basic
life conditions and strategies across places’.” Slater (2013:384) concluded his essay by calling for
the “demolition” of neighborhood effects research and suggested that, “It is also essential for urban
scholars and social scientists to reflect upon why there is such an absence of research on extremely
rich neighborhoods…”
Indeed, there is a notable lack of research on wealthy, and even middle-class
neighborhoods. This is problematic because, as Sampson (2012:58) argued: “That much of urban
sociology has focused on the lives of the poor and downtrodden is quite striking in its implications
– neighborhood variation across the full range of structural contexts and social mechanisms
remains a limited topic of inquiry.” There are also very few qualitative studies, especially relative
to the number of quantitative studies, designed to contribute empirically to the study of
neighborhood effects. Qualitative research is particularly useful for exploring social mechanisms
and its methods are well-suited for interrogating the culture, cognition, and context of these
processes. Further, prior to this study, there have been no ethnographies that have had the social
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process of collective efficacy as a primary focus. The absence of qualitative research from this
area of inquiry limits the potential for full understanding of these neighborhood phenomena.
An Ethnographic Study of Collective Efficacy
In this study, I address two specific shortcomings of existing research in collective efficacy
– conceptual confusion and lack of context. The difficulty of using survey measures to assess
informal social control and social capital have left us with a somewhat muddy construct of
collective efficacy, which runs the risk of becoming a stand-in for everything good about a
neighborhood (Hipp 2016). Consequently there is a lack of clarity about what exactly collective
efficacy is, where it comes from, and how it works (Hipp 2016). Further, collective efficacy has
typically been characterized in the literature as a community trait – something a neighborhood
either has or does not have. I contend that collective efficacy is not a trait, but rather a process that
is generated by the interplay of various social, cultural, and structural components of
neighborhoods. Additionally, because collective efficacy is a task-specific process, its levels may
differ at different times and in relation to different tasks within a single neighborhood. Despite it
being a task-specific process, it is rarely studied in context or in relation to specific goals or events
(Sampson 2012).
I use ethnographic methods to identify the foundations and determinants of neighborhood
collective efficacy in Beverly and to uncover the social processes that comprise efficacy.
Additionally, using qualitative methods allow me to examine collective efficacy in context and in
response to varying tasks. Ethnographically studying neighborhood collective efficacy also allows
for an exploration into the effects of collective efficacy on collective action, and the impact of
efficacy on neighborhood conditions and social relations more generally. Further, by using
qualitative methods to examine neighborhood collective efficacy, I can conduct an analysis that is
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sensitive to several elements of context which are difficult to control for in quantitative models,
including but not limited to: history, culture, geography, space and place, racial dynamics, politics,
and events.
As a result of this research, I have constructed a framework that accounts for the
foundations and consequences of collective efficacy, as a process that affects collective action, and
also has implications for neighborhood stability. Sampson wrote that:
Although the construct of collective efficacy provides a theoretical roadmap for navigating
multiple and overlapping challenges, I would emphasize that it is a social process that has
a cultural component in shared expectations, one shaped by context, history, and prior
experiences. Collective efficacy is thus simultaneously an outcome itself and a potential
causal force, like many things social in nature (Sampson 2012:639).
In line with this argument, I have built a framework that highlights the reciprocal effects of
neighborhood factors on collective efficacy and collective efficacy back onto neighborhood
factors. I begin by detailing Temkin and Rohe’s (1998) social capital model for neighborhood
change. This model provides a very useful framework for linking social capital to long-term
outcomes like neighborhood stability. While Temkin and Rohe (1998) noted the importance of the
activation of social capital, efficacy is implicit in their framework. I adapt their model by
synthesizing it with my findings regarding neighborhood collective efficacy in order to create a
conceptual framework that explicitly deals with collective efficacy and links it to neighborhood
stability. My dissertation serves as an illustration of the process of collective efficacy, as detailed
in my model, and also of how it promotes neighborhood stability in Beverly. It is my hope that
future research may test the applicability of this model to the other outcomes in neighborhood
stability, as well as for other neighborhoods and communities. In the meantime, the model serves
as a useful heuristic for thinking about how structure, culture, and neighborhood processes might
impact neighborhood conditions over time. I begin below by detailing Temkin and Rohe’s (1998)
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framework as the foundation for the construction of a new model of collective efficacy and
neighborhood change.
Temkin and Rohe’s (1998) Social Capital Model of Neighborhood Change
Noting that, “there have been few empirical studies to see whether social capital is, indeed,
a factor in neighborhood stability,” Temkin and Rohe (1998:62) set out to address the question:
“Does the level of social capital in a neighborhood have an impact on that neighborhood’s ability
to effectively adapt to change?” Relying heavily on Putnam’s (1993, 1995) definition of social
capital as reflecting civic engagement and trust, Temkin and Rohe (1998) built a two-construct
measure of social capital. They operationalized civic engagement as institutional infrastructure,
which measured the formal political activity and the level of public participation among a
neighborhood’s residents. Trust was operationalized as sociocultural milieu, which was measured
via assessments of neighboring activity and communication (Temkin and Rohe 1998). They also
included in their construct “measures of the affective sentiments felt by residents toward the
neighborhood along with any sense among residents that the neighborhood is a special place within
a larger metropolitan area” (Temkin and Rohe 1998:65). They concluded that, “our two constructs
together act as an operational definition of social capital that includes the notions emphasized by
Putnam but also expands the definition of social capital to include notions of the sense of
community within the neighborhood” (Temkin and Rohe 1998:65). The addition of psychosocial
aspects of community attachment into the social capital measure was innovative, but, I argue, still
inconsistent with resource-focused conceptualizations advanced in more sociological definitions
like those provided by Bourdieu (1985), Coleman (1988), Portes (1998) and Carpiano (2006). I
will detail this distinction further in the discussion of my adapted model below, as well as in
Chapter 4.
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Figure 1. Temkin and Rohe’s (1998) Social Capital Model of Neighborhood Change
After detailing their conceptualization of social capital, Temkin and Rohe (1998) situated
it into a model of neighborhood change. Their model is reproduced in Figure 1 (above). Temkin
and Rohe (1998:67) explained their model as follows:
The social capital model of neighborhood change presented in figure 1 combines economic
and subcultural approaches to neighborhood change and places those theories within a
larger sociopolitical context that can greatly affect a neighborhood’s trajectory. In addition,
the social capital model suggests that two constitutive components of social capital—
sociocultural milieu and institutional infrastructure— are critical in determining the

18
trajectory of neighborhoods. This model of neighborhood change integrates the concept of
social capital into an explanatory framework of neighborhood change.
Temkin and Rohe (1998) argued that the stronger the sociocultural milieu of a neighborhood, the
more likely its residents are to take defensive measures against threats to stability. They went on
to suggest:
[T]hat embarking on the path toward stability in no way guarantees that it will be reached.
The key for a neighborhood to remain stable is to leverage the residents’ strong
sociocultural milieu into effective collective action…The amount of institutional
infrastructure contained within the community (box D in Figure 1), however, may
determine whether the defensive actions are successful (Temkin and Rohe 1998:69).
Institutional infrastructure reflects two major factors: “(1) the presence of neighborhood
organizations and (2) the actual ability of these groups to act on behalf of residents” (Temkin and
Rohe 1998:69). The latter requires not just gaining the cooperation of powerful actors within the
neighborhood, but also the cooperation of powerful actors across the city (Temkin and Rohe 1998).
Temkin and Rohe (1998) also incorporated the defended neighborhood (Suttles 1972) into
their model. They set up a typology of the defended versus defeated neighborhood. The defended
being a neighborhood which has been able to achieve stability or increase in socioeconomic status
over time, whereas a defeated neighborhood is one that has been unable to leverage their
sociocultural milieu into successful collective action (Temkin and Rohe 1998). Defeated
neighborhoods will usually experience a decline in status (Temkin and Rohe 1998). A particular
strength of this model is its recognition that, “It is a combination of politics and culture that helps
to stabilize neighborhoods” (Temkin and Rohe 1998:70).
After running their analyses, Temkin and Rohe (1998) found support for their model. Both
sociocultural milieu and institutional infrastructure had positive significant effects on stability over
time (Temkin and Rohe 1998). They also found that loyalty, attachment, belief that one lives in a
good place, voting, and the presence of an effective neighborhood organization, each had a
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significant added impact on stability over time. While Temkin and Rohe’s (1998) model is
extremely compelling, it lacks an explanation for why some neighborhoods which “embark on the
path to stability” achieve it, and others do not. In reminding the reader that there is no guarantee
to achieving stability, Temkin and Rohe (1998:69) suggested that, “The key for a neighborhood to
remain stable is to leverage the residents’ strong sociocultural milieu into effective collective
action.” I argue that implicit in their recognition of this “key” point is the idea of collective
efficacy. Drawing on the collective efficacy framework and my findings from this study, I adapt
Temkin and Rohe’s model and build the collective efficacy model of neighborhood stability.
The Collective Efficacy Model of Neighborhood Stability
The collective efficacy model of neighborhood stability contributes not only an
examination of the process of collective efficacy, but positions collective efficacy into a larger
framework of neighborhood stability. Collective efficacy research has typically explored how
efficacy mediates the relationship between neighborhood status and outcomes like crime, but
ultimately we are concerned with outcomes like crime because it is a social phenomenon that
threatens the safety of neighborhood residents, and therefore has implications for the security and
stability of the neighborhood. The model represented in Figure 2 (below) serves to demonstrate
the social and contextualized process of neighborhood collective efficacy, how it impacts
collective action, and the implications for neighborhood stability. I detail the elements of the
framework and how they work together as a process in the sections that follow the model below.
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Figure 2. The Collective Efficacy Model of Neighborhood Stability

(A) Initial Status of the Neighborhood
This model is based on the assumption that neighborhood residents do not want their
neighborhood conditions to deteriorate, but would prefer either a maintenance of conditions or
improvement of their conditions, and that the ability to respond to sources of change with collective
action facilitates the reproduction of stability. For the purposes of this model, the starting point
represents the status of neighborhood conditions prior to the introduction of a source, or sources,
of change. The initial status of the neighborhood reflects the structural characteristics of the
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community being analyzed. This includes socioeconomic and demographic indicators, such as
concentrated poverty or affluence, rates of homeownership and residential turnover, age of
residents, race/ethnicity of residents, rates of employment, education levels, the number of families
with children, etc.
(B) Sources of Change
I conceptualize sources of change broadly as the introduction of any new condition or shift
in conditions that has the potential to change the status quo, as perceived by residents, of the
neighborhood. This can include classic neighborhoods problems like crime, unemployment, or
decreases in property and home values. It may also include event-specific potential changes, like
the proposed closing of a school, the demolition of a neighborhood landmark, or the opening of a
marijuana dispensary. The change may also be something that residents choose to support, and
which collective efficacy may promote or expedite, such as building a new playground,
establishing a bike share program, or attracting new businesses. It is important to remember that
the kinds of changes that residents may oppose depends on local and context-specific perceptions
of, and preferences for, the neighborhood status quo. For example, if neighborhood residents
perceive racial difference among incoming residents as a negative change that will threaten their
stability, they may respond collectively to stop it. As has been suggested by other researchers who
have pointed out the potential for a “dark side” of collective efficacy (Sampson 2012),
neighborhood efficacy and stability should not be assumed to always constitute a necessarily
positive societal outcome.
(C) Sociocultural Milieu of the Neighborhood
Temkin and Rohe (1998) included neighborhood sociocultural milieu as part of their social
capital construct. While I find their conceptualization very useful and I agree with the importance
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of considering sociocultural milieu within a model of neighborhood stability, I argue that it is more
accurately positioned as distinct from social capital. The sociocultural milieu of the neighborhood
is a construct that represents the identity, interaction, attachment, and cohesion of neighborhood
residents, whereas social capital refers to the resources inhered in networks. I also argue that
sociocultural milieu is an important factor in collective efficacy, but does not alone constitute it.
Previous research has supported this argument. For example, the collective efficacy construct
commonly includes both informal social control and social cohesion and trust (Sampson et al.
1997), but scholars have also argued that this is problematic because while collective efficacy is a
task-specific construct, trust and cohesion are general attributes of neighborhoods (Hipp 2016).
Some research in this area has found that social cohesion and trust are in fact separate constructs
from neighborhood collective efficacy (Rhineberger-Dunn and Carlson 2009; Foster-Fishman,
Collins, and Pierce 2013; Wickes et al. 2013) and may actually enable efficacy (Zaccaro et al.
1995). Scholars have also found that a sense of ownership (Walton 2016) and attachment to place
may motivate efficacy and collective action (Brown, Perkins, and Brown 2003; Manzo and Perkins
2006; Comstock et al. 2010). Indeed, in Beverly elements like cohesion, trust, pride, identity, and
attachment serve as important foundations for collective efficacy, as will be demonstrated in
Chapter 3. Sociocultural milieu is context-specific and takes into account neighborhood history,
culture, and cohesion. As Temkin and Rohe (1998) also argued, I suggest that when sociocultural
milieu is absent, residents will be disinvested to act collectively, either because they do not possess
the requisite linkages to one another, or because they do not possess linkages to the neighborhood.
This can result in change occurring in the neighborhood with very little interference or control by
its residents, leaving the neighborhood highly susceptible to downward succession and a decline
in status. Strong sociocultural milieu can contribute to higher perceptions of efficacy, to residents’
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ability and desire to act, and to strengthening neighborhood social capital. This is a reciprocal
process, and so these elements also contribute back to further strengthening the sociocultural
milieu of the neighborhood.
(D) Residents’ Willingness to Act
Temkin and Rohe (1998) included in their model a construct for the “Potential Defensive
Measure of Residents.” I conceptualize this as “Residents’ Willingness to Act.” In the collective
efficacy literature, willingness to act has typically been measured using residents’ perceptions
about whether their neighbors would intervene in proposed scenarios; however, individuals’ own
expressed willingness to act should also be considered as an important factor. Further, research
has suggested that residents “update” their perceptions of efficacy over time, based on their
observations of prior efficacy or their perceptions that it may be lacking (Hipp 2016). In this model,
residents’ willingness to act also represents residents’ knowledge or memory of actual instances
when they themselves, or their neighbors, have responded collectively. Willingness to act is an
integral component of successful collective action, but also strengthens the resource potential of
neighborhood social capital. I will provide examples of how and when neighborhood residents act
to “defend” neighborhood stability and safety in Chapters 5 and 6 respectively.
(E) Neighborhood Social Capital
Rather than highlighting only the importance of institutional infrastructure, I recognize the
role social capital more broadly plays in a neighborhood process of collective efficacy. There has
been quite a bit written discussing the differences between social capital and collective efficacy,
but the simplest explanation may be one provided by Sampson et al. (1999:635): “Although these
two concepts have much in common, our distinction differentiates the process of activating or
converting social ties to achieve desired outcomes from the ties themselves.” Social capital does
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not reflect only social ties, but rather represents the resources inhered within those ties (Carpiano
2006). My definition of social ties diverges from Temkin and Rohe’s (1998), in that I focus
primarily on resources. I rely on Carpiano’s (2006:168) conceptualization of social capital as
“actual or potential resources that are rooted in neighborhood social networks”. These resources
emerge via at least four forms: social support, social leverage, informal social control, and
neighborhood organization participation (Carpiano 2006). Social capital may result from social
ties between residents or neighborhood organizations, and other individuals or organizations, both
inside and outside of the neighborhood. Neighborhood social capital is reliant on a strong
sociocultural milieu which provides the foundational ties, and also benefits from residents’
willingness to act in support of the neighborhood. In turn, social capital can be used to strengthen
milieu and incentivize and promote a willingness to participate, thus bolstering collective efficacy.
I analyze social capital in Beverly, using Carpiano’s (2006) resource-focused conceptualization,
in Chapter 4.
(F) Collective Efficacy
I define collective efficacy as a community’s capacity to act for the common good of the
neighborhood. As was pointed out by Hipp (2016:32), collective efficacy “is malleable and
develops from a process.” It reflects both the perceptions of and the actual potential for residents’
ability to mobilize and act collectively. I find that neighborhood collective efficacy is a process
that reflects the interplay of sociocultural milieu, residents’ willingness to act, and social capital.
These three factors each influence one another reciprocally as well as the collective efficacy of the
neighborhood, which in turn, reinforces the strength of each element. This conceptualization of
collective efficacy as a reflective process highlights: 1) how social cohesion and trust, along with
other contextual and cultural components, are facilitating factors of community efficacy; 2) the
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relevance of residents’ actual willingness to respond to local issues; and 3) the importance of social
capital as a resource for enabling and enriching efficacy. Collective efficacy is task-specific and
so may vary over time or in response to different problems or sources of change. As can be seen
in this model, it is both a cause and effect of neighborhood collective action. I will discuss the
process of neighborhood collective efficacy in relation to each particular constitutive element of
the model throughout the dissertation.
(G) Extra-local Factors
Temkin and Rohe (1998) mentioned as a limitation of their theory that factors other than
social capital affect neighborhood stability, their example being access to mortgage credit. The
new model accounts for these factors, suggesting that extra-local factors can have either a positive
or negative effect on collective efficacy. Extra-local factors should be conceived broadly, and may
include things like municipal laws and policies, availability of city funds and resources to be used
in the neighborhood, proximity to social problems (or social benefits) in other neighborhoods or
the occurrence of a natural disaster. These factors may affect collective efficacy independently of
the social processes within the neighborhood, although in some cases, neighborhood social
process, if strong enough, may be able to mitigate or enhance effects of extra-local factors. I will
detail how extra-local factors affect the process of collective efficacy by discussing them in relation
to all of the processes described throughout the other chapters of this dissertation.
(H) Collective Neighborhood Action
The outcome of this process is collective neighborhood action, whereby residents work
together toward a common goal. Action can take various forms, such as when groups of residents
lobby political representatives, form and sign petitions, protest, organize charitable events or
neighborhood celebrations, improve or enhance public spaces, hold town hall meetings, remain
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vigilant and work to prevent and report crime, or form new neighborhood associations. It is
important to distinguish collective efficacy from collective action. Efficacy refers to a
neighborhood’s capacity, or perceived and actual potential, for action. Action is the mobilization
of community resources for the benefit of the neighborhood. Action is the outcome of efficacy,
although because successful action may strengthen social capital and provide an increased
willingness of residents to act in the future, it also can contribute back to collective efficacy (and
sociocultural milieu) via these channels. I will provide multiple examples of neighborhood
collective action in Beverly as I discuss, for example, neighborhood defense and responses to
crime in Chapters 5 and 6.
(I) Stable (Defended) Neighborhood
Successful collective neighborhood action results in a stable, or defended, neighborhood.
Defended neighborhoods are those neighborhoods where community residents have been able to
prevent unwanted change. If collective action is not successful, it is possible that the neighborhood
may undergo unwanted change and become susceptible to a decline in conditions, as can be seen
in Outcome 2 of the model. It is worth mention that while Temkin and Rohe (1998) included
“gentrifying neighborhood” as part of the outcome category of “defended neighborhood”, I do not.
Gentrification usually entails turnover of residents, especially along racial, ethnic, and class-based
lines, and as such, it does not represent the result of successful neighborhood defense, even though
it may result in an improvement in neighborhood socioeconomic conditions. I will provide an indepth analysis of how collective efficacy facilitates neighborhood defense and promotes stability
in Chapter 6.

27
(J) Status of Neighborhood Increases or Remains the Same Over Time
When a neighborhood is able to achieve its goals effectively, it is likely to either stabilize
its status, or even improve it over time. Because this is a reiterative process, the end status becomes
the baseline starting point for the next response to a source of change, albeit with a sense of
collective efficacy that has been further buttressed by a successful campaign of collective action.
The model demonstrates how a stable neighborhood will have a firm basis for maintaining its
future stability, in the face of subsequent neighborhood problems, through social process of
collective efficacy and collective action. Beverly has demonstrated a great deal of stability over
time as evidenced by their steady economic status, low residential turnover, and rising property
values. I argue that the neighborhood’s high collective efficacy has contributed to that stability.
This dissertation serves to demonstrate the social processes of neighborhood efficacy, action, and
stability.
Dissertation Summary
This dissertation explores the foundations, social processes, and consequences of
neighborhood collective efficacy. I use ethnographic methods to offer a contextualized analysis of
collective efficacy in Beverly. Qualitative methods have allowed me to explore how factors such
as history, geography, politics, space, place, and racial dynamics affect, and are affected by,
neighborhood collective efficacy. In this chapter, I detailed a conceptual framework of collective
efficacy and neighborhood stability that serves as a useful heuristic for thinking about efficacy as
a contextual and task-specific process with implications for neighborhood action and stability. In
the rest of the dissertation, I will demonstrate how this model applies to the generation and effects
of collective efficacy in Beverly.
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Chapter 2 of the dissertation details Beverly, justifies its selection as a case, and further
describes my methodological approach to the data collection and analysis. Chapter 3 explores the
sociocultural milieu of the neighborhood. I address the question of why people live in Beverly and
why they choose to stay in Beverly through the analytical lens of neighborhood narrative frames
(Small 2004). These frames provide an understanding of residents’ attachment to Beverly with
attention to the sociohistorical and economic context of Chicago’s south side. The use of
neighborhood narrative frames demonstrates how attachment may be formed through varying
cultural lenses, yet still bring demographically different groups of residents together for the
purposes of neighborhood cohesion. Chapter 4 describes social ties that are common in Beverly
and applies Carpiano’s (2006) forms of social capital to detail how those ties provided resources
to neighborhood residents. I highlight how residents in Beverly valued neighborliness and how
neighborhood organizations promoted place-based capital. I also discuss residents’ use of social
media as a vehicle for transmitting social capital. Chapter 5 pays homage to the tradition of
collective efficacy researchers (who have spent countless hours exploring the relationship between
collective efficacy and crime rates) by examining under what crime conditions residents became
willing to intervene in Beverly. This chapter details how not all instances of crime in Beverly
instigated a collective response. Rather, residents and community leaders responded collectively
to crime only when it violated their expectations for routine urban life and was perceived to
threaten their economic security and neighborhood identity. Chapter 6 discusses active strategies
by which residents “defended” their neighborhoods from the threat of encroaching social disorder
and how their action promoted neighborhood stability. I employ the defended neighborhood theory
(Suttles 1972) as a useful framework for understanding how Beverly’s residents saw the security,
stability, safety, and identity of their neighborhood, and thus their own privilege, as threatened by
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the social disorder of nearby neighborhoods. This chapter also demonstrates the potentially “dark
side” of collective efficacy, by discussing the negative implications of neighborhood defense for
black residents of Beverly. In the concluding chapter, I discuss the sociological and policy
implications that can be drawn from the case study of collective efficacy in Beverly. I also argue
for a more critical, relational approach to urban sociology and place-based studies of crime that
takes care to consider the context of key social processes. The findings of this study show that by
situating collective efficacy, we are able to better understand not just how some neighborhoods
achieve their goals, but what it is about a city that facilitates the achievement of those goals in
some neighborhoods and not in others.
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CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH SITE AND METHODS

In the Fall of 2012, I took a Criminology seminar with Dr. Mike Vuolo at Purdue
University. His recommended reading list included sociologist Robert Sampson’s book, Great
American City: Chicago and the Enduring Neighborhood Effect. Being a Chicago native who had
spent time all across the city over the years, the title alone intrigued me. I bought a copy of the
book and began by flipping to the index and looking for any entries on my home neighborhood of
Beverly. The following passage particularly caught my attention:
[S]tability is patterned across the full spectrum of racial composition and ethnic diversity.
The social disorganization tradition leads us to expect more unfavorable outcomes as ethnic
homogeneity declines, but the data have not supported this prediction…For example, one
sees that areas in the middle range of percent black are represented at the top of the scale
at both periods. This being Chicago, truly integrated communities are rare, and a full third
of the city’s communities are essentially all white. Mount Greenwood is no exception, but
it is nonetheless in the middle third of the race distribution and produces high collective
efficacy while proximate to what is widely thought of as the ‘South Side ghetto.’ Beverly
is a stable middle-class area proximate to the same ghetto, and one third of its residents
were black in 2000, probably more like 40 percent by mid-decade. Yet Beverly stands out
as the most efficacious community in Chicago in 1995 and second best in 2002 after Mount
Greenwood…Ashburn is also a mixed-race community (43 percent black, 37 percent
white, and 17 percent Latino) and high in collective efficacy. At the other end of the
spectrum are the depressed and homogeneously black communities of Washington Park
and Douglas, although they are not far from the communities above. That the extremes of
the collective efficacy distribution are all on the widely denigrated South Side and that the
high end comes not from all-white communities underscores my emphasis in the book on
social processes over composition (Sampson 2012:169-170).
I had always thought of Beverly as a wonderful place to live. It was a place I often missed and was
always happy to return to for visits and holidays with friends and family. I knew that Beverly was
a stable and safe neighborhood, but I did not know, prior to reading this, that Beverly was high in
collective efficacy. Additionally, while I knew that there was some racial diversity in the
neighborhood, I also had not known that as many as 40% of Beverly’s residents were black. And
I was keenly aware, as I think are most residents of Beverly, of the neighborhood’s proximity to
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the “South Side ghetto” and of the sense of urban unease that bubbles just under the surface of
Beverly’s sunny façade. I wondered how all of these social processes, and possibly others, worked
together to affect neighborhood collective efficacy in Beverly, and what learning about collective
efficacy in Beverly might tell us about neighborhood collective action more generally. This led me
to formulating the following research questions:
1. What are the sources and foundations of collective efficacy in Beverly?
2. What factors facilitate collective action in the neighborhood?
3. What are the effects of collective efficacy and/or its impact on the neighborhood and its
residents?
Methodological Framework and Case Selection
This project is guided by the theory of collective efficacy and seeks to build onto prior
knowledge by ethnographically examining the social processes of neighborhood efficacy. The
research design and analysis were guided by Small’s (2004) conditional approach. Small describes
the conditionalist perspective to neighborhood research as follows:
A conditionalist also searches for a neighborhood without regard to representativeness.
However, here the neighborhood is neither a sample nor the universe but a case with a
specific configuration of conditions. Although the configuration is unique to the
neighborhood, each of the conditions may manifest itself in other neighborhoods. Like the
particularist, the conditionalist tends to focus on the context at hand but, unlike the
particularist, pays special attention to those conditions at least theoretically capable of
manifesting themselves elsewhere, such as the presence of external threats or fixed
neighborhood boundaries. In this sense, conditionalist studies are by definition incomplete
accounts of the particular neighborhood…They do not seek to be comprehensive accounts
of the particular community; they seek, rather, to be comprehensive accounts of the
particular condition (e.g., the fixed boundary). Herein lies the conditionalist’s tradeoff
between generality and context (Small 2004:185-186).
I selected Beverly as my research site primarily because of the known presence of high
efficacy, which has been established through prior research (Sampson 2012). Additionally, its
context of racial integration and relative affluence is largely understudied by sociologists, and my
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relationship with the neighborhood allowed for easy access to the community. As Sampson pointed
out above, social disorganization theorists have long argued that racial heterogeneity damages
neighborhood social cohesion, but Beverly’s high efficacy and racial diversity suggests otherwise.
Small’s conditionalist approach is particularly useful in investigating these seemingly paradoxical
findings. For example, in his study of social capital in Villa Victoria, Small (2004:13) began by
electing “not to choose, as a starting point, that neighborhood poverty is associated with low social
capital (in whatever form) but, instead, that neighborhood poverty is sometimes associated with
low social capital and sometimes not – then ask why.” He went on to argue that the “conditions
differentiating the two outcomes (low social capital vs. not) are the key to what engenders the
association of neighborhood poverty with low social capital.” Similarly, I began at the starting
point that racial heterogeneity is sometimes associated with low cohesion (and therefore low
efficacy) and sometimes not and under the working assumption that the differences are not random.
I then use Beverly an example of a neighborhood where social cohesion persists despite racial
difference, and try to understand why this is the case. This form of questioning was then repeated
for the other neighborhood conditions in which I was interested in studying. While this is a singleneighborhood study, as was Small’s work in Villa Victoria, this case “can be compared to
published field studies to generate hypotheses about the nature of the conditions that cause
dissimilarities” (Small 2004:14) in social cohesion and collective efficacy.
Generalizability and representativeness are not the goal of this study. Rather, through
uncovering the mechanisms and detailing the processes by which collective efficacy is generated
and operates in Beverly, I aim to provide empirical statements about the conditions that foster
neighborhood efficacy and its effects. The logical relationships expressed in these statements can
be searched for under other conditions and in other neighborhoods, and serve as the basis for
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comparative research and hypothesis testing which will contribute to a more robust theory of
neighborhood collective efficacy.
Naming the Neighborhood
Beverly is the real name of the community area and neighborhood that is the site for this
research. Identification of research sites has been a growing trend in recent scholarship (see, for
example: Small 2004; Vargas 2016), with some researchers arguing that identification increases
data transparency and scholarly utility (Murphy and Jerolmack 2016; Jerolmack and Murphy 2017;
Reyes 2018). I agree with the usefulness of identification and I believe that there is minimal risk
or cost to the residents of Beverly as a result of naming the neighborhood as my research site. I
therefore chose to identify Beverly, as well as the names of other places, organizations, public
officials, and some individuals, in order to provide transparency, verifiability, replicability, and
comparability. However, unless requested not to by an interviewee, I have assigned the interview
respondents aliases so they would feel secure in answering my questions as candidly and honestly
as possible. I have occasionally presented interview responses in this dissertation without giving
the names of the respondent, in order to protect anonymity, while taking care to maintain the
integrity of the data. The staff members of the Beverly Area Planning Association who I
interviewed gave me permission in their signed consents to use their real names when reporting
findings based on their work in their capacity as BAPA staff, largely because they would be easily
identifiable by their titles even had I changed their names. I have also used the real names of other
people who requested that I do so and who provided me with their signed consent. Lastly, I use
the real names of some people who I observed in public settings, as well as the real names of civic
and other neighborhood organizations. It is my hope that future research will continue to examine
the conditions under which neighborhood collective efficacy is generated and operates, through
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either revisiting Beverly or comparing the findings from other places or times to the findings
presented here. Doing so would be impossible if I had concealed the location, pertinent people,
organizations, events, and/or timeframe of this study.
Chicago Community Area 72: Beverly
Beverly is one of Chicago’s 77 designated community areas and is located on the far
southwest side of the city (see Figure 3 below).

Figure 3. Chicago, 77 Community Areas (Beverly Highlighted)
Map Source: Siciliano and Atherton (2011)

In 2016, Beverly had a population of about 20,836, with about 58% of those residents identifying
as white and 34% as black (Rob Paral And Assoc. 2018). While white flight resulted in rapid racial
turnover in nearby south side neighborhoods in the 1950-70s, Beverly integrated much more
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gradually and today, along with its neighbor Morgan Park, stands as a rare space of racial
integration in terms of black-white diversity (Bogira, The Reader, November 22, 2010; Sampson
2012). For example, Beverly’s neighbor to the southwest, Mt. Greenwood was roughly 83% white
in 2016, whereas its neighbors to the east, Auburn Gresham and Washington Heights, were about
97% and 96% black respectively (Rob Paral and Assoc. 2018).
Table 2 Percentage of Black Residents by Neighborhood Over Time
Mount

Morgan

Auburn-

Washington

Greenwood

Park

Gresham

Heights

0%

0%

35%

0.2%

13%

1970

0.1%

0%

48%

69%

75%

1980

14%

0.4%

62%

98%

98%

1990

24%

1%

64%

99%

99%

2000

32%

4%

67%

98%

98%

2010

34%

5%

67%

98%

97%

2016

34%

3%

66%

97%

96%

Year

Beverly

1960

Data Source: Rob Paral and Associates (2018)

Figures 4 and 5 below show that Beverly has been increasingly spatially integrating as
well. Figure 4 uses block-level census data from 2000 and shows a somewhat stark divide between
the west side of the neighborhood as white, and the east side of the neighborhood as predominantly
black. Figure 5 shows a similar trend in 2010, but a much larger mixed-race band down the center
of the neighborhood, suggesting increasing racial integration.
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Each dot represents 25 people
Block-level data from U.S. Census

Figure 4. Beverly Racial/Ethnic Composition, 2000
Map adapted from: Rankin (2009b)
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Each dot represents 25 people
Block-level data from U.S. Census

Figure 5. Beverly Racial/Ethnic Composition, 2010
Map adapted from: Rankin (2009c)

Beverly is among the most affluent communities in Chicago with a median household
income of $89,231 in 2016, the seventh highest among Chicago’s 77 community areas (Rob Paral
and Assoc. 2018). Beverly’s wealth is in contrast to the much lower median income of some of
the neighboring community areas, as can be seen in Figure 6 and Figure 7 below.
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household

Figure 6. Map of Median Household Income of Chicago Community Areas
Map Source: Hertz (2018)
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Figure 7. Annual Household Income in Beverly and Surrounding Area, 2010
Map Source: Rankin (2009a)

Additionally, as can be seen in Table 3 (below), Beverly’s neighbors, other than the predominantly
white neighborhood of Mount Greenwood, experienced drastic drops in their median incomes after
the 2008 recession.
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Table 3. Median Income by Community Area – 2000 and 2016
Year

Beverly

Mount
Greenwood

Morgan
Park

AuburnGresham

Washington
Heights

2000

$96,285

$82,841

$76,559

$49,333

$62,248

2016

$89,231

$89,623

$55,067

$29,791

$44,446

Note: All data are adjusted to year 2016 dollars.
Data Source: Rob Paral and Associates (2018)

The southwest side wealth disparity can also be seen in a comparison of the median incomes in
census tracts that are adjacent, but across, community area boundaries. Beverly’s northernmost
census tract, which consists of the area residents refer to as North Beverly, had a median household
income of $124,435 in 2011 and was significantly more affluent that its neighboring census tracts
in the African-American community areas of Auburn Gresham and Washington Heights (see
Figure 8 below) (Paral 2014). North Beverly and its neighbors make up one of only nine sets of
census tracts in the city which had income disparities of higher than $70,000 in 2011 (Paral 2014).

Figure 8. Income Disparity by Census Tract
Map Source: Paral (2014)
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Beverly has a relatively low crime rate as compared to other Chicago community areas (see
Figure 9 below, where green represents lower crime rates and red, higher). Between September
2016 and September 2017, of the 77 community areas in Chicago, Beverly had the eleventh fewest
violent crimes (Chicago Police Department 2017). Beverly borders community areas with much
higher crime rates, including Auburn Gresham, which had the fifth most violent crimes over that
same time period, as well as neighborhoods with lower crime rates, such as Mount Greenwood
(Chicago Police Department 2017). See Table 4 (below) for a comparison of Beverly’s crime rate
between September 2016 and September 2017, as compared to its neighboring community areas
(Austin and Edison Park are not neighboring areas but have been included for reference).

Figure 9. Map of Violent Crimes By Neighborhood per 100,000 Residents
Map Source: WikiTravel (2017).
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Table 4. Number of Violent Crimes by Community Area, Sep 2016-Sep 2017
Rank

Community Area

Number of Violent Crimes,
20 Sep 2016 – 20 Sep 2017

1

Austin

1992

5

Auburn Gresham

985

8

Roseland

888

7

West Englewood

921

23

West Pullman

455

28

Washington Park

345

45

Morgan Park

165

71

Beverly

46

75
77

Mt. Greenwood
Edison Park

22
13

Crime Data Source: Chicago Police Department (2017)

As can be seen by the information presented above, Beverly benefits from integration,
wealth, and stability, while many of its neighboring community areas experience segregation,
poverty, disorganization, and disorder. Acknowledging Beverly as situated in a context of contrast
on Chicago’s southwest side is integral to a complete understanding of the generation of collective
efficacy and its impact on the continued stability of the neighborhood. This context will be
discussed in more detail as it relates to the findings in the following chapters.
Key Neighborhood Organizations and Institutions
Although Beverly has many important neighborhood organizations and institutions, there
are three that recur so often throughout the data and analyses, that they warrant extra attention up
front. Below, I provide details on Chicago’s 19th Ward, the Chicago Police 22nd District and the
Beverly Area Planning Association.
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19th Ward
Chicago is made up of 50 legislative districts, or wards, each of which are represented by
an elected alderman in City Council (City of Chicago 2018a). Beverly is part of the 19 th Ward,
which also includes the neighborhood of Mount Greenwood, and part of Morgan Park (see Figure
10). The ward was represented by Democratic Alderman Matt O’Shea, who assumed office in May
2011 and remained in office throughout my time in the field. The 19th Ward office is located in
Beverly and Alderman O’Shea also resided there during this time.

Figure 10. Map of Chicago Wards with 19th Ward Highlighted
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Chicago Police 22nd District
Beverly is part of the Chicago Police Department’s 22nd District, which also includes
Mount Greenwood, Morgan Park, and parts of Auburn Gresham, Washington Heights, and
Roseland (see Figure 11).

Figure 11. Chicago 22nd Police Districts with Community Areas
Map Source: Chicago Police Department (2018b)

In 1993, Chicago implemented a community policing initiative referred to as the Chicago
Alternative Policing Strategy (CAPS). CAPS features a focus on police, community members, and
city agencies working:
[T]ogether to identify and solve neighborhood crime problems, rather than simply react to
their symptoms after the fact. Problem solving at the neighborhood level is supported by a
variety of strategies, including neighborhood-based beat officers; regular Beat Community
Meetings involving police and residents; extensive training for both police and community;
more efficient use of City services that impact crime; and new technology to help police
and residents target crime hot spots (Chicago Police 2018d).
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One of the features of CAPS is the division of the city’s policing districts into beats, each with 89 officers who are assigned to the beat for at least one year (Chicago Police 2018a). The police
district also hosts beat meetings on a regular basis. Beat meetings are public meetings led by a
resident beat facilitator and a CAPS sergeant, with the goal of addressing community safety
concerns and developing resident-driven, problem-solving strategies (Chicago Police 2018c).
Beverly is divided into four beats: 2211, 2212, 2213, and 2221 (see Figure 12 with Beverly
outlined in red below). None of these beats are wholly contained within Beverly. Beat 2211 spans
West Beverly and Mount Greenwood, 2212 stretches across the southern part of the neighborhood
and into Morgan Park, 2213 covers central Beverly and parts of Washington Heights, while 2221
includes North Beverly, but also parts of Washington Heights and Auburn Gresham.

Figure 12. Chicago Police 22nd District with Beats, Beverly Outlined in Red
Map Adapted from: Chicago Police Department 2012
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Beat meetings for Beat 2211 and 2212 were held together in the Community Room at the 22 nd
District police station in Morgan Park. Beat meetings for Beat 2213 were held in the fieldhouse at
Ridge Park in central Beverly and meetings for Beat 2221 were held at Christ the King church in
North Beverly.
Beverly Area Planning Association
BAPA is a civic organization representing the Beverly and Morgan Park neighborhoods.
BAPA was formed in 1947 but became solidified as an important neighborhood institution in the
1970s when its members and staff took an active role in promoting residential integration and
preventing panic peddling (Taub, Taylor, and Dunham 1984).

Figure 13. BAPA Members, circa 1970s
Photo Source: BAPA (2018)
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BAPA has continued to have an active role in promoting and supporting neighborhood interests.
During my time in the field, the organization occupied a building on the corner of 111th Street and
Longwood Avenue, which included several offices, a conference room, and a community meeting
room. BAPA’s staff consisted of a mix of full-time and part-time workers. Over my time in the
field, the staff was transitioning somewhat but by 2018 had settled in at seven members: an
Executive Director, Assistant Director, Community Organizer, Program Director, Business
Manager, Newsletter Advertising Sales coordinator, and Property Preservation specialist. BAPA
was overseen by a fifteen person Board of Directors, made up of community members. BAPA’s
website describes the organization as follows:
The Beverly Area Planning Association is one of Chicago’s most successful grassroots
civic organizations. Since 1947, we have worked to preserve and improve the Beverly
Hills/Morgan Park neighborhood on Chicago’s South Side. BAPA’s motto is Love Where
You Live. Our mission is to sustain and enhance our safe, culturally diverse community.
We do that with proactive, effective programs that unify residents, institutions and
businesses around the common cause of nurturing Chicago’s best neighborhood.
BAPA’s events and communications foster the pride that is the hallmark of our busy and
welcoming community. BAPA is the go-to resource for information, referrals and action.
A 501(c)3 nonprofit organization, BAPA is supported by membership donations from
residents and businesses, as well as grants and gifts (BAPA 2018a).
The website also details the organization’s mission as follows:
The mission of the Beverly Area Planning Association is to sustain and enhance Beverly
Hills/Morgan Park as a safe, culturally diverse Village in the City with increasing home
values, high quality schools, thriving commercial areas and a low crime rate (BAPA
2018a).
The site also details BAPA’s programming as follows: “BAPA’s mission-driven programs focus
on issues that enhance our quality of life: safety, schools, housing, shopping, business services,
communications, and beautification” (BAPA 2018a). BAPA oversees the 13 smaller neighborhood
civic associations, supports and promotes local businesses, monitors and works with the Chicago
Police on community safety initiatives, supports residents with foreclosure prevention resources,
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represents community interests in building court, promotes local schools, partners in beautification
and greening efforts, and communicates pertinent news and information via their publication, The
Villager (BAPA 2018a). Additionally, BAPA runs a number of annual events: the 10k and 5k
Ridge Run and Memorial Day Parade, the Beverly Hills/Morgan Park Home Tour, the Bikes and
Brews Cycling festival, weekly summer Family Fun Nights, and the holiday Cookie Crawl. Lastly,
BAPA holds a number of workshops, informational sessions, and both planned and ad hoc public
meetings as necessary to address community issues and concerns.
Methods
In line with the conditionalist approach, this study was not conceived as a traditional
ethnography, which examines a wide breadth of community life, but rather was designed
specifically to search for the conditions that facilitate high levels of collective efficacy in a racially
mixed neighborhood, as well as to explore the processes by which those conditions impact
neighborhood social life and stability. I detail my methods of data collection below.
Ethnographic Observations
My formal fieldwork in Beverly took place between May 2014 and October 2016.
Although I ended regular stays in the field in October 2016, I continued to follow up on people
and neighborhood events with occasional visits, communication with residents, and attention to
news, social media, emails, and other content through May 2018. The focus of my observations
was on places, people, and events where I thought collective efficacy in action might be most
readily observable, with the hopes of collecting data that would best allow me to unpack the
sources and elements of neighborhood efficacy.
First, I looked for opportunities to investigate how residents proactively addressed,
prevented, and responded to community issues, including but not limited to safety. I regularly
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attended meetings held by BAPA. A few times a year, BAPA called civic organization meetings,
where they invited residents who were involved or wanted to be involved in civic organizations.
At these meetings BAPA would offer support and planning for the smaller associations. BAPA
also occasionally held meetings to address and update residents on issues like community safety
or to respond to a problem in the community. I regularly attended CAPS beat meetings for all of
the beats that included parts of Beverly. I also attended beat facilitator meetings, where the
volunteer facilitators of each beat got together with CAPS officers to address concerns. I attended
a series of meetings in response to the alderman’s proposal to close one of the public schools in
North Beverly. These included local school council open meetings and a town hall meeting held
by the alderman and the state representative.
I always actively took notes during meetings I attended. I signed into all meetings where
attendance record was requested, and introduced myself at those meetings where it was either the
custom or the facilitator asked me to do so. If asked to introduce myself, I always disclosed my
role as a researcher and would also explain that I was researching collective efficacy and
community safety efforts in Beverly. If afforded time for a longer introduction, I would explain
more about collective efficacy. If the introduction was brief, I would sometimes use the term
“community effectiveness” instead of collective efficacy as the latter term presents as academic
jargon and often induced follow-up questions regarding the definition.
A second focus of my observations was on events where I could experience neighborhood
celebrations of cohesion and identity, or efforts to foster it. My observations in this vein included
attending a number of neighborhood celebrations and festivals. For example, I attended block
parties, parish picnics, fish fries, church and neighborhood festivals, parades, races, art walks,
fundraisers and benefits. I did not take field notes during these events, but would write out my
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notes and observations as soon as possible afterwards. I also explored instances when community
residents gathered to address concerns regarding the cohesion and identity of the neighborhood.
For example, I attended a BAPA meeting on diversity that was called in response to a community
member’s home being vandalized with racist graffiti. I also attended a meeting of the CAPS
subcommittee on diversity and inclusion, which included police and community members who
worked together to foster cohesion and plan events that celebrated community diversity. Another
source of cohesion-building meetings that I attended were the Southwest Chicago Diversity
Collaborative meetings, which were held monthly, with the goal of continually addressing
diversity, acceptance, and cohesion in the community. I actively took notes in these meetings, and
introduced myself as was detailed earlier.
Third, in order to observe the general neighborhood culture, I participated in and observed
typical day-to-day life in the neighborhood. This included shopping in neighborhood stores, eating
in neighborhood restaurants, and having a drink (or two) in neighborhood bars. I went to softball
games, basketball games, and football games. After my son was born, I would push him in his
stroller and go on walks through the neighborhood, or take him to parks and playdates, and we
would stop to talk with friends, neighbors, or other parents that we met along the way. On the
warmer evenings, I would join people sitting on porches, decks, and patios for a barbecue dinner
or a beer. I attended birthday parties, graduation parties, Christmas parties, and Halloween parties.
I would observe social interactions and listen carefully to the kinds of things people talked about
or shared with me about their homes and the neighborhood, returning home in the evenings to take
notes about what I had seen, heard, and learned throughout the day.
Ethnographic observations allowed me to learn a lot about how groups of residents worked
together to facilitate efficacy and how that matters for the neighborhood. Observing opened up a
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much wider lens of inquiry than would a study which had only included interviewing. Interviewing
provides great insight into perspectives, opinions, and what people have to say, but observations
allow the researcher to become privy to what people actually do. For example, I could experience
group social dynamics firsthand and examine how context, cohesion and trust, social
demographics, or the nature of the issue being addressed, affected collective efficacy.
Additionally, I observed how certain groups approached a variety of problems, or how different
groups approached similar problems. I also gained insights into how groups of residents formed
objectives, and how they dealt with obstacles they faced in reaching those goals. I was able to see
who the neighborhood “movers and shakers” were and what kinds of residents seemed to be
missing from group planning and action. Equally as important, critical observation of life in the
community allowed me to assess the impact of collective efficacy and draw conclusions about its
effect on the broader social dynamics and physical state of the neighborhood. These observational
data were supplemented and triangulated through interviewing, content analyses, and use of
secondary data, which I discuss in more detail below.
Interviews
In order to gain an understanding of residents’ perspectives on collective efficacy and how
individuals may contribute to or be affected by it, I conducted semi-structured interviews with
neighborhood residents. Interviewing was particularly useful because it allowed me to follow-up
with residents and get their perspectives about things going on in the neighborhood. Interviewing
also served as a form of methodological triangulation, which resulted in validation, clarification,
or elaboration of my empirical hunches. I recruited participants through my personal networks, but
quite a few were individuals I met during the course of my fieldwork. These were people who
attended community meetings, participated in neighborhood clubs and organizations, or who
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showed a great deal of interest in learning about my research. When recruiting interviewees, I
would provide them with information about my research, discuss the interview process, and ask
whether they would be willing to meet with me to talk about the neighborhood. Recruitment
resulted in 30 interviews with 33 different respondents (three married couples chose to be
interviewed together). We would choose a time and meeting place most convenient for the
respondent, which was always either their homes or a neighborhood coffee shop. All of the
interview respondents provided signed consent as required by Purdue University’s Institutional
Review Board. Interviewees participated voluntarily and without compensation. They all gave
permission to be recorded, were free to decline to answer any of the questions that I asked, and
were free to end interviews at any time.
The interviews were semi-structured in nature. I had a prepared protocol (see Appendix A)
that I used, but I often let the respondent guide the conversation. I followed up on unanticipated
leads which meant that we usually covered more topics than were outlined in the protocol. I asked
respondents to describe the neighborhood, discuss community identity, social cohesion, shared
expectations for control, and the racial or ethnic diversity of the neighborhood. Respondents were
also asked about their opinions on community safety and their experiences with crime or police in
the neighborhood. I also asked about perspectives and experiences with the South Side Irish
Parade. Respondents were asked about areas for improvement in the neighborhood, the best things
about the neighborhood, and their thoughts about the future of the neighborhood. At the end of the
interviews, respondents were given an opportunity to add any other information or to ask me any
questions they might have had. Interviews ranged from 25 minutes to almost 3 hours, although
most interviews lasted around an hour.
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Table 5. Interview Respondent Demographics
Name

Age

Alice
Anne
Charles
Chris
Cindy
Drew
Ed
Felicia
Gertie
Grace
Gregory
Haley
Jack
Jackie
Jane
Jill
Louise
Lynne
Margot
Marilyn
Nora
Patrick
Rebecca
Red
Renee
Roxanne
Ruby
Sally
Samantha
Skippy
Terri
Tom
Walt

40s
32
67
33
54
39
32
37
64
50s
38
24
35
33
37
32
43
48
40
61
34
32
40
79
33
56
34
68
40
83
57
31
27

Gender

Race

female
white
female
white
male
black
male
white
female
black
male
black
male
white
female
black
female
black
female
white
male
white
female
white
male
white
female
white
female
black
female
black/white
female
white
female
black
female
white
female
white
female
white
male
white
female
white
male
white
male/female
white
female
white
female
black/white
female
white
female
white
male
white
female
white
male
white
male
white

Children
no
yes
yes
yes
no
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
no
no
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
no
no
yes
no
no
yes
yes
no
yes
yes
no
no
no

Years of
Residence
35 years
25 years
41 years
10 months
15 years
15 years
25 years
35 years
37 years
37 years
8 years
20 years
2 months
20 years
8 years
5 years
13 years
22 years
30 years
16 years
30 years
5 years
11 years
54 years
19 years
29 years
7 years
21 years
10 years
14 years
57 years
2 years
24 years

Raised in
Beverly
yes
yes
no
no
no
yes
yes
yes
no
no
no
yes
no
yes
no
no
no
no
yes
no
yes
no
no
yes
yes
no
no
no
no
no
yes
no
yes
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The demographics of my interview respondents are summarized in Table 5 (above). Of the 33
interview respondents, 11 were men and 22 were women. Twenty-four identified as white, 7 as
black, and 2 as bi-racial black and white. Ages of the respondents ranged from 24 to 83. Twelve
of the respondents did not have children, 21 did have children, although some of those children
were grown. Thirteen of the respondents had grown up in Beverly, although among these 13, most
had moved away in their twenties and then had returned. The respondents’ cumulative (not
necessarily consecutive) years of residence in the neighborhood ranged from 2 months to almost
60 years, with an average of about 21 years and a median of 20 years.
I also conducted one “ride-along” interview with Connie, a resident of Beverly, who had
suggested that in order for me to gain a fuller understanding of why African-Americans were
moving to Beverly, I should learn about the nearby neighborhoods that many were moving out of,
such as Morgan Park, Roseland, and Pullman. Connie picked me up in her car and we spent a
morning in October 2016 driving through these neighborhoods to the east of Beverly. Below, in
Figure 14, is a map which details the driving route we took during the ride-along interview.
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Figure 14. Ride-Along Interview Route with Connie

Connie told me a lot about the history of the area, the effects of the 2008 economic recession on
those communities, and also detailed her personal history living in and advocating for those
neighborhoods. My ride-along with Connie will be discussed further in Chapter 3. I did not use a
recorder during the ride-along, as I felt it would be cumbersome and awkward to use in the car.
Instead I took field notes and typed up my extended notes immediately after my morning with
Connie.
Documents and Other Secondary Sources
In addition to my observations and interviews, I also relied on a number of other written
documents as data sources. For example, I joined emailing lists for BAPA and the 19th Ward, as
well as any emailing lists for groups and organizations whose meetings I regularly attended. I
collected newsletters, fliers, pamphlets, signs, and other handouts. I joined neighborhood
Facebook pages, followed relevant neighborhood Twitter feeds, and read neighborhood blogs. I
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supplemented my direct data collection with information from newspapers like The Beverly
Review, The Villager, The Chicago Tribune, The Sun Times, and The Daily Southtown, and from
online neighborhood news sources such as DNAinfo and The Patch. I also used Census data to
obtain descriptive information about Beverly, as well as publicly available data provided by the
City of Chicago on the Chicago Data Portal. I gathered information on neighborhood crime from
data provided by the Chicago Police Department on their ClearMap website.
Analysis
My data analysis was guided by the principles of abduction (Tavory and Timmermans
2014). Abductive analysis represents a hybrid of inductive and deductive approaches and
recognizes that the researcher begins the study well-versed in multiple theories and then generates
new “theoretical arguments in an inductive process that integrates old theoretically derived ideas
with new and unanticipated theoretical arguments based on data uncovered in the field” (Wilson
and Chaddha 2009:551). I began this study well-versed in theory, and continued to consider
existing theories in a recursive process of data collection, analysis, and theoretical applications.
The theory of collective efficacy guided the design of the study, but throughout the analysis, I drew
on the theories of social capital, place attachment, the defended neighborhood, and community
stability, among others. In seeking to understand how the mechanisms and processes that I found
at play in Beverly worked together, I have refined and extended existing theories.
Analysis was continuous throughout my data collection, and key theoretical and empirical
findings that arose from the analysis guided subsequent research direction. I conducted most of
my coding and analysis using NVivo software. My initial coding was directed by existing theory
and prior empirical findings from studies of neighborhood collective efficacy, but also maintained
sensitivity to new or surprising phenomena that arose from the data. I began analysis with a phase
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of directed coding, searching for themes that have been established as key elements of collective
efficacy by prior research: social cohesion, trust, shared expectations for social control, and
willingness to intervene. After identifying instances in the data when these elements were apparent,
I went back to the data and searched for the sources or foundations of these elements. In subsequent
coding phases, I looked for facilitating factors of neighborhood collective action and for the effects
of collective efficacy on the neighborhood. The coding conducted in these phases was directed by
the research questions but was more open in nature, with themes arising from the data.
In addition to the identification of foundations, facilitating factors, and the effects of
efficacy, my data analysis provided an opportunity to bring these findings together and provide a
more comprehensive theoretical approach to understanding neighborhood collective efficacy. The
recursive process of reading, coding, and memo-writing led to the identification of Temkin and
Rohe’s (1998) social capital model for neighborhood change as a useful framework for
understanding how social capital affects neighborhood stability, but it was notably missing
collective efficacy. My ongoing data analysis synthesized Temkin and Rohe’s model and the
theory of collective efficacy with the processual framework that arose from my data. This
theoretical synthesis guided the identification in the data of three primary elements that make up a
reciprocal process of collective efficacy: sociocultural milieu of the neighborhood, social and
organizational ties, and residents’ willingness to intervene. These elements subsume many of the
known elements of collective efficacy but my data demonstrated how they work reciprocally with
collective efficacy to facilitate neighborhood collective action. Additionally by synthesizing
Temkin and Rohe’s model, collective efficacy theory, and findings from my data, I was able to
establish a clearer link between collective efficacy, neighborhood defense, and neighborhood
stability – ideas that had been discussed across existing theories and studies in this area, but not
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yet explicitly tied together in a single framework. The result is the refined Model of Collective
Efficacy and Neighborhood Stability that I provided in Chapter 1.
The In-Betweeness of Studying “Home”
My family moved to Beverly in September 1986, when I was four years old. I spent pretty
much my entire childhood in the house where my mom and stepfather still live. In so many ways,
Beverly looks exactly the same as it did when I was growing up there. The same stores are there,
the same restaurants and parks, and even so many of the same people. This consistency means that
despite the fact that I moved away from Beverly at age 17 to attend college, I have always returned
to a place that felt comfortable and familiar. During college, I came home for winter and summer
breaks, but afterwards, I stayed in Champaign, Illinois for law school, where I met my husband.
Although we lived in Champaign, we were married in a church in Beverly, and have spent
countless weekends there since. Even as a graduate student at Purdue, my husband and I returned
to Beverly often and so beginning my fieldwork there was only a minor adjustment in my normal
routine. I stayed in my mom and stepdad’s house (see Figure 15 below) where I normally did for
holidays and weekend visits, only now for several weeks at a time.
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Figure 15. My Childhood Home and Residence During Fieldwork, 2017.

Despite the fact that I have always lived with perhaps one foot in Beverly, I have never
been completely staked into the neighborhood in the ways that adult life and its trappings will
attach you to a place. I did not own a home there and therefore I did not have to worry about, for
example, taxes, politics, or schools. I had always been able to enjoy the best parts of Beverly as a
nostalgic visitor. And while I had enough friends and family there to stay abreast of the news,
events, issues, and tensions in the neighborhood, they did not ultimately affect my life. And so
while I am not a complete outsider, I cannot rightfully claim complete membership either.
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Many researchers have acknowledged the fluidity of researcher roles and I find a typology
developed by Joan Acker (2000) as most helpful in describing my positionality. Acker (2000) drew
on Banks' (1998) two dimensional typology that considers first, the relationship to the community
being studied, and second, the perspective taken by the researcher. The resulting four typologies
are: Indigenous-Insider, External-Insider, Indigenous-Outsider, and External-Outsider (Acker
2000). Under this typology, I would characterize myself as an Indigenous-Outsider, because I am
originally from the research site and I have a deep familiarity with it; however, I have lived outside
of it for my entire adult life. That time as an outsider has allowed me to reflect on my own
experiences in order to develop research questions about the community, and to problematize
experiences and meanings that I may have otherwise taken for granted. Importantly, as Acker
(2000) also pointed out, these typologies are not always neat. Rather the researcher often moves
between the types, or as Acker (2000:9) put it: “work[s] at the borders of the boxes.” Indeed, I am
positioned somewhere at the borders and the in-between.
As a result of the fluidity of my positionality, I have experienced the benefits and the
drawbacks of both insiderness and outsiderness. There were occasions when my outsiderness came
to the forefront – especially when my role as a researcher may have caused skepticism among
people in the neighborhood. Although very rare, there were instances when people declined to
participate in my research or when people seemed slightly more hesitant to talk in front of me after
learning about my work. More often than not, however, people participated readily and
enthusiastically in my study. My intimate understanding of the neighborhood, my familiarity, my
attachment, and the fact that people recognized me in the neighborhood provided me with easy
access to Beverly as a field, and served as a source of trust.
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This trust and familiarity resulted in residents often assuming that I understood many things
about the neighborhood, even about those topics that required speaking in a lower voice, such as
racism and exclusion. While this assumed knowledge was generally very helpful and promoted
candidness, it undoubtedly also led to instances where some things went unsaid and when I may
have missed opportunities to hear residents explain things about the neighborhood as they would
to a complete outsider. For example, in an interview with one resident who had grown up in
Beverly, he told me that one of his concerns about the neighborhood was the Chicago public
schools system:
Resident: It’s never even for an option for most of us growing up to go to the local public
high school. None of us went to Morgan Park [High School]. You know what I mean? [We
went to] Ignatius, McAuley, Rice, St. Rita, you know? Anywhere but the local high
school…And so that’s an issue about even living in this neighborhood - our son’s going to
go to high school and I don’t want him going to Morgan Park so then I have to pay for
some place or hope that he gets into a good charter school or something like that.
I did know what he meant – that most residents who could afford to, sent their children to local
Catholic high schools. And I held assumptions about why that was the case, but because of those
assumptions, I missed an opportunity to follow-up and let this respondent tell me why in his own
words and according to his own perspective. While I did my best to use the critical distance of my
outsider status to problematize and interrogate meanings and process in Beverly, this is an example
of an instance when I failed to do so. My hope is that these instances of missed opportunity were
few and far between.
My positionality not only affected the kinds of questions I asked (or did not ask), but very
likely also affected the kinds of answers I was given and things people were willing to tell me. I
believe that in some instances, my insiderness promoted frank and honest answers from
respondents. This is especially true for conversations and interviews I had with people who I have
known for a number of years. These people did not have to worry about first impressions and their
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trust in me was predicated on relationships built, in some cases, long before this study. Often times
this led to very easy, natural conversations and sometimes even allowed me to feel comfortable to
prod for more information, especially on sensitive topics. Additionally, I believe that in some of
these conversations, people said things to me that I am quite sure they would not have told a
stranger. On the other hand, research-related interactions with people who I knew could also
sometimes become very awkward and clunky as we negotiated our new researcher-participant
dynamic. For example, upon beginning an interview with someone I had known for many years, I
heard the tone of her voice change, indicating to me that she was highly cognizant of my role as a
researcher in that scenario. Most certainly, some people may have been less comfortable telling
me things that they may have otherwise said, because they knew that I was not just a friend,
neighbor, or old classmate anymore, but I was now a researcher who would digest, analyze, and
possibly write about the things that they told me.
There are also complexities in the researcher-participant relationship between myself and
residents who I met during the course of this project and through my role as a researcher in the
field. Generally, participants I met this way were among the more active and involved residents of
the community and so they were very enthusiastic, willing, and helpful. Similar to my work with
residents who had known me longer, I had many very open, comfortable, and seemingly candid
conversations with many different people and I believe that my knowledge about the neighborhood
was an aid in that regard. It is difficult to know what things were not said, but it is possible that
because for people in this group my role as a researcher was so salient, they may have hesitated to
tell me things that they feared would reflect negatively on themselves or their neighbors.
Additionally, interactions with new people generally require more impression management, and
so respondents in this camp may have been more polite and formal than what would be normal for
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them in more comfortable interactions. Despite my best efforts, this may have also been true for
me.
As is the case in any community or organization of people, Beverly has its own social
stratum replete with assumptions and stereotypes about various classifications of people in the
neighborhood. I was always up-front about my relationship to the neighborhood and answered any
questions that people had about myself and my family. It is very likely that people had opinions
about me and drew conclusions based on their pre-conceived notions about what someone whose
family has lived in the neighborhood for 30 years is like. This could have affected what people
shared with me and what they said around me. For example, it is possible that a newer resident
may have felt uncomfortable sharing with me criticisms about the clique-ishness or closemindedness of the old families in the neighborhood. Occasionally, in instances when I thought this
may be the case, I would try to convey to the participant that I was aware of these kinds of
criticisms and that I would not be offended by their honest perspectives.
Of course, people have assumptions about academics, researchers, and sociologists as well.
As I suggested above, these assumptions could have led to some skepticism, suspicion, or mistrust
from people who were concerned about how I would use the information they gave me. In other
cases, I believe that it provided a baseline sense of understanding that comforted people in
critiquing, for example, racism, sexism, or classism in the neighborhood, because they knew that
as a sociologist, those were social issues to which I was attuned.
I would be remiss to overlook the role of my racial identity in this research. I identify as a
bi-racial, Asian and white woman. My paternal grandfather was born in Japan and came to the
United States in the 1950s, eventually settling with my white grandmother in Chicago, where my
father was born. My Japanese surname, Kadowaki, is a rare name even in Japan and an incredibly
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unusual name on the south side of Chicago. Consequently, as a child in Beverly, I was perhaps
less white than I am today. Other children often pointed out that I was not white (something that I
did not know at the time, being that most of my family was white), or asked me where I was from.
Sometimes kids laughed and sang “Chinese, Japanese, dirty knees, look at me” as they pulled the
edges of their eyes to make narrow slants. I will always remember when I was in eighth grade and
upon approaching a usual meeting place with friends, found that someone had drawn a caricature
of a geisha onto the wooden fence there, and labeled it “Japanese Joy.” I had long since learned
that the easiest way to handle this kind of teasing was to laugh along with everyone else, but these
kinds of racial and ethnic “jokes” had the effect of making me feel very different and on the outside
of the racial status quo. All of that being said, the impact of this was mostly emotional for me and
I do not believe that I was disadvantaged in any practical way because of it. I was a good student,
a good athlete, and had many friends. I was never mistreated by adults in the neighborhood and to
my knowledge, was never discriminated against on the basis of my race or ethnicity. But, my racial
identity is another way that I have always been “in-between” in Beverly. Upon moving away from
the neighborhood, and spending time in much more racially and ethnically diverse settings, I
realized that I was not as Asian as I had once believed I was, and I became aware of the fluidity of
my own racial identity. As an adult, I am most often perceived as white. On occasion people will
inquire, mostly with an innocent interest, into my ethnic background or ask about my last name,
but for the most part, I am a white American and have been afforded all of the privileges and
benefits of whiteness.
My racial identity, as well as other’s perceptions of my race, likely had important
implications for my research. Both black and white residents talked to me about race in the
neighborhood. White residents were very forthcoming in both their critiques of racism in the
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neighborhood, but also occasionally in sharing their own shortcomings with regard to promoting
neighborhood diversity. I believe that these residents would not have been as forthcoming with a
researcher who they did not perceive as white, and perhaps not as forthcoming with a researcher
who they did not perceive to be a white insider to the neighborhood. Black residents were also
very frank in expressing their experiences of discrimination or exclusion in the neighborhood. I
would sometimes share my own experiences of racial micro-aggressions in Beverly in an effort to
build trust and understanding with black respondents. That being said, I do not contend that being
teased for being Asian and being discriminated against for being black is the same, but I do think
both are the fallout of white privilege. While it is difficult to know what was not said, it is possible
that some residents did not share with me their full range of opinions or views about race relations
in Beverly either because they viewed our racial differences as too disparate, or because my role
as a researcher was too unsettling.
Overall, I believe that the residents of Beverly were extremely open, honest, candid, and
frank in sharing with me their expertise on their community, for which I am very thankful. I tried
to construct my findings from the perspectives of a diverse sample of residents and did my best to
build comfort, trust, and rapport across any of our differences. Being aware and sensitive to my
own positionality was hugely helpful in my ability to do so. Ultimately, my in-betweeness is what
made this study possible. I would not have been able to ask these questions and do this research in
Beverly had I not moved away. The other neighborhoods that I have lived in have never felt the
same as Beverly. They lack the sense of shared fate, the cohesion, and the neighborhood pride that
is almost palpable there. Leaving Beverly illuminates how unique of a place it is and perhaps that
distinctiveness is what continues to, as returnees often joke, “suck you back in” to the
neighborhood. I too, have been sucked back in, and I have learned a great deal from it.
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Qualitative Inquiry and Collective Efficacy
I began this chapter with an excerpt from Sampson (2012), emphasizing the importance of
neighborhood social processes over composition. Qualitative inquiry is especially useful for
investigation into social processes, and yet, thus far has very rarely been employed to study
collective efficacy. While quantitative research has made great strides in identifying some of the
social and institutional mechanisms that transmit neighborhood effects (for a review, see Sampson,
Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley 2002), we know little about the social and collective processes
which contribute to the generation of collective efficacy. The current literature on collective
efficacy largely lacks inquiry into cognition, context, and events – a glaring omission for the
exploration of a neighborhood process of task-specific collective action. This ethnography seeks
to build up and fill in these theoretical and empirical gaps by providing an analysis of how context,
culture, and cognition affect the process of neighborhood collective efficacy, and its impact on the
community.
This dissertation examines Beverly as a unique case of a neighborhood with highly stable
collective efficacy and asks, why there? And further, what can we learn from Beverly about
collective efficacy more broadly? It is my hope that I will provide some key takeaways that will
not only contribute to better theoretical understandings of collective efficacy and communities, but
that may also provide practical suggestions for building cohesion and efficacy in other places.
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CHAPTER 3: NEIGHBORHOOD SOCIOCULTURAL MILIEU AND
COLLECTIVE EFFICACY

While empirical research has made a compelling case for the importance of collective
efficacy in determining neighborhood outcomes, we know very little about collective efficacy in
context (Sampson 2012; Sampson et al. 2005). Collective efficacy has been widely studied using
survey data and quantitative methods, but as of yet, very rarely examined qualitatively. In the few
instances where collective efficacy has been the subject of qualitative inquiry, researchers have
drawn attention to the importance of context and perceptions. For example, Peter St. Jean’s (2007)
ethnography of Grand Boulevard in Chicago highlights the importance of interrogating the variety
of social meanings of trust, solidarity, and willingness to intervene when studying collective
efficacy. St. Jean’s (2007) research showed that how trust worked to motivate collective efficacy
is complex, and that residents were motivated by trust as well as mistrust. Another notable study
is Emily Walton’s examination of a poor, multiethnic public housing neighborhood. Walton (2016)
found that a sense of ownership and symbolic representations among residents fostered a sense of
community that contributed to collective efficacy, despite the neighborhood’s structural
disadvantages. These findings tap into social psychological components as well as contextual
factors that would be very difficult to parse out using solely quantitative methods.
I seek to continue this interrogation into the social psychology and context of collective
efficacy. In the study of collective efficacy, a major questions that, as of yet, has been largely
unanswered is: why are people willing to act for the common good of their neighborhoods? Seeking
out answers to this inquiry requires delving into the context and sociocultural milieu of the
neighborhood. Community psychologists have established the role that attachment plays in
fostering action and argue that “affective bonds to places can help inspire action because people
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are motivated to seek, stay in, protect, and improve places that are meaningful to them” (Manzo
and Perkins 2006:348). Using Beverly as an illustrative case, in this chapter I explore the sources
and roots of neighborhood attachment. I will begin by describing the setting of Beverly. Beverly’s
main civic organization, the Beverly Area Planning Association, strives to frame the neighborhood
in the style of the idyllic urban village, even going so far as to dub the neighborhood “The Village
in the City.” The neighborhood living environment boasts many desirable conditions for those who
seek out a family-oriented, middle-class neighborhood and residents who I spoke with all
expressed high levels of satisfaction with their surroundings. I will demonstrate how in Beverly,
high satisfaction strengthens neighborhood pride and bounded solidarity, all of which bolster
intense neighborhood attachment.
Desirable neighborhood conditions alone do not explain neighborhood attachment. Prior
research suggests that factors such as length of residency, homeownership, race and ethnicity, and
perceived safety all relate to neighborhood attachment as well (Brown et al. 2003; Comstock et al.
2010). Context, however, remains an under-explored determinant of neighborhood attachment
(Woldoff 2002). Beverly’s particularly intense neighborhood attachment is best understood
through a contextual lens. Therefore, I include in the analysis of neighborhood attachment a
consideration of the sociohistorical context of Beverly. Using Small’s (2004) concept of
neighborhood narrative frames, I detail four dominant frames which serve as bases for the high
levels of attachment among residents. While these frames reflect four different historical
trajectories by which residents come to form an attachment to Beverly, they have in common a
sense of urban unease – the feeling of precariousness and the fear that neighborhood could be
“lost.” This commonality provides an explanation to an aforementioned puzzle of collective
efficacy, which is how neighborhood cohesion and trust form across racial and ethnic difference.

69
This chapter contributes an explanation of how attractive neighborhood qualities combine with
lesser-understood and more subtle mechanisms, such as context and perceptions, to create the
strong attachment which motivates collective efficacy and action. I begin in the following section
by defining neighborhood attachment and situating it as a basis for collective action.
Neighborhood Attachment and Collective Action
The concept of place attachment refers to the affective bond that people have to places
(Altman and Low 1992; Manzo and Perkins 2006). The role of place attachment is an
underdeveloped aspect of collective efficacy theory, but there is some empirical support within
sociology for its addition as a determinant. To date there are two studies that explore the
relationship between neighborhood attachment and informal social control: Silver and Miller
(2004) and Burchfield (2009). Both have found a positive relationship between the two (Burchfield
2009; Silver and Miller 2004), as well as evidence of attachment as a mediating factor between
structural disadvantage and informal social control (Burchfield 2009; Silver and Miller 2004).
Burchfield (2009:52) even went so far as to argue that collective efficacy “might be subsumed
under this broader concept of neighborhood attachment.” Research by environmental
psychologists has also found a close relationship between collective efficacy and neighborhood
attachment (Brown et al. 2003; Comstock et al. 2010) leading to the suggestion that “persons with
higher levels of neighborhood attachment may be more likely to intervene when there is a problem
in the neighborhood to which they are attached” (Comstock et al. 2010:440)
Walton (2016) is the only qualitative study that has explored the relationship between
emotional attachment to community and collective efficacy. Walton (2016) drew on the
community psychology literature, which has established the importance of affective bonds to
community in motivating action (Brown et al. 2003; Cantillon et al. 2003; Chavis et al. 1986;
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Chavis and Wandersman 1990; Manzo and Perkins 2006), in order to extend the theoretical
framework of collective efficacy by including social psychological investment and sense of
community. Walton’s (2016) study lends strong support to the hypothesis that attachment
positively influences collective efficacy and reiterates the importance of continued research in this
area. A caveat is that Walton’s (2016) findings, while enlightening, focus on emotional attachment
to community in a relational sense, but less so on attachment to the neighborhood in an ecological,
place-based sense. That is, she focuses more so on the residents’ sense of togetherness and
membership than on their attachment to the neighborhood as a meaningful and distinct place.
Community and environmental psychologists have generated a wide body of literature that
demonstrates how place attachment motivates collective action (for a synthesis of this literature,
see Manzo and Perkins 2006). Community psychologists Manzo and Perkins (2006:344), pointed
out the connection between context, attachment, and action by arguing that, “communities are
composed of individuals with histories, values, identities, and attachments and these do not
develop outside of place; they also play a critical role in place-based improvements and planning.”
The diversity of individuals’ experiences contribute to subjective determination of
meaningfulness, and therefore even when attachment is strong across a neighborhood’s residents,
perceptions and experiences which serve as the bases for their feelings of attachment may differ
(Loukaitou-Sideris 1995; Manzo and Perkins 2006; Small 2004). Accordingly, full exploration of
neighborhood attachment requires an analysis that considers context and the unique perceptions of
residents and the resulting meanings that they construct.
In an effort to solidify the role of place attachment in collective efficacy theory and to
further link the literatures in sociology and community psychology, I provide an in-depth analysis
of place attachment and its formation in Beverly, using Small’s (2004) concept of neighborhood
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narrative frames as a framework. This examination sets up a contextualized basis for
understanding the foundation of high levels of collective efficacy in Beverly. I begin by describing
Beverly and providing examples of how the neighborhood encapsulates the attributes of the idyllic
urban village. These attributes form a strong and wide basis for attachment to the neighborhood,
which will be discussed in subsequent sections.
Beverly: The Village in the City
Since at least the 1970s, Beverly’s nickname has been “The Village in the City.” According
to Grace, a staff member at the Beverly Area Planning Association (BAPA) who had worked there
since 1982, this moniker was thought up by some “fabulous” marketing people who sought to
advertise Beverly as a unique and idyllic corner of Chicago. When the marketing team thought up
the nickname “The Village in the City” they were undoubtedly playing off of the notion of the
idyllic urban village. Gans (1962 [1982]:4) defined the urban village as a descriptive ideal type
referring to a neighborhood where residents “try to adapt their nonurban institutions and cultures
to the urban milieu.” Scholars and city planners often use the idea of the urban village to describe
neighborhoods that feature conditions such as accessibility to green and public space, low traffic,
high walkability, and tight networks with strong cohesion. Some have suggested that the urban
village terminology is perhaps more of an outdated trope than a reality in modern American
neighborhoods (Sampson 2012), yet Beverly comes very close to fitting the bill and BAPA still
proactively markets the neighborhood as “The Village in the City.” Margot, the Executive Director
of BAPA, explained to me why she believed that the urban village characterization was still
relevant.
Margot: Well, I think BAPA’s longtime slogan of “A Village in the City”, while it is a bit
tired and old, is not untrue. It is definitely this kind of small town feel in the city. And you
just don’t get that everywhere else, where you have neighbors looking out for your kids
and it’s kind of a little safe haven here of good people that care about their neighborhood
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so much. It’s really kind of amazing. And show that through taking care of their homes and
volunteering and donating and being a part of BAPA. You know? The stigma of the south
side, [sighs] it’s going to be a long time for that to go away and certainly with all of the
current shootings going on [in nearby neighborhoods], you know, people think that we’re
sitting out here with bullets whizzing by our heads. That’s frustrating. But it doesn’t change
the beauty of the neighborhood or the bonds that people form here.
Grace, the Assistant Director of BAPA, also believed that the characterization of Beverly as “The
Village in the City” was still fitting and accurate. She described to me the distinctiveness of the
neighborhood, and alluded to the idea of the residents’ intense strong cohesion and neighborhood
attachment.
Grace: [W]e really are a unique neighborhood and we have these natural boundaries that
keep that neighborhood feel, between the railroad tracks and the Dan Ryan Woods and the
cemeteries – we can kind of feel special and we can feel like, “It’s our place and nobody
else is around”, you know [laughs]? So that was really nice. We have this fabulous housing.
People don’t want to give up these great homes, they don’t want to give up these great
yards. You love where you live - physically as well as through a community connection
and through your neighbors.
The descriptions and feelings provided by Margot and Grace were echoed by many of the
residents who I spoke with during the course of my fieldwork. The neighborhood’s idyllic qualities
are not lost on, nor taken for granted by its residents, who widely expressed to me a high level
satisfaction with the neighborhood. This high satisfaction with the neighborhood is an important
component of neighborhood attachment (Burchfield 2009). When I asked residents why they
moved to the neighborhood, why they stay in the neighborhood, and what they most liked about
the neighborhood, they listed several aspects of the neighborhood’s aesthetic, affective, and
practical appeal.
Felicia: You know, I think it’s beautiful. I think the environment does a lot to lift your
spirits, to keep you positive and things like that. I think everyone here does a really good
job of taking care of their houses and their lawns and it makes a huge difference in terms
of keeping up, I guess, appearances. People take pride in their neighborhood and so it
makes a difference. It gives you pride. It keeps house values up, that kind of thing. I think
that’s what people do really well.
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Skippy: I like the park. I like watching the kids. I enjoy the kids next door. I just enjoy the
movement all of the time. I wouldn’t want to be stuck in the old folks’ home at 115th street,
even though it’s great and the food is great, I just need to see people moving around and I
like being able to get in the car and go to church. Everything is so close, it’s good. It’s a
good neighborhood.
Walt: I like that it’s a very kind of family-oriented neighborhood. You have a lot of families
and houses. You’ve got a pretty tight community. Everybody knows each other. So you
have that here but if you want, you can hop on the train or drive 15 minutes and you can
be at a Sox game or at Soldier Field and still be doing all of the world-class city type things.
But at the same time you don’t feel, I mean I think we all know that we live in Chicago,
but at the same time, you kind of feel like you live in a different city almost. So that’s nice.
Lynne: I just love my house. I love the way the sun rises on the back porch and I can sit
there and just enjoy peacefulness. It gets pretty quiet. I like my house…I like the feeling
that there’s a sense of peace and tranquility when I cross the border into Beverly... What
else do I like? I like the neighborliness of it. That you’re gonna see somebody you know at
County Fair or Walgreens. Not so much Walmart, but the smaller neighborhood businesses,
you know, Bookie’s. You’re gonna see somebody you know and that’s nice. It makes me
feel like I live in a smaller community, in a way that I don’t think I would get in a suburb.
Because I will say this, Beverly for the most part, Beverly residents may have beautiful
homes and they may have regular homes and they may have kids in private school and they
may have kids in public school, but they are average people. They’re not like highfalootin’. I’m sure we have Yale graduates and Princeton graduates. I’m sure we have PhDs
and scientists. I’m sure we have people who earn a million dollars, but they put on their
shorts and their flip flops and they come here and just be regular. And so that’s cool!
Jane: I like the trees. I like the trees, I like the style of the homes, I like the people. I really
do like the people. And I like the location. I guess I like the vibe, the natural environment.
I like the way the neighborhood makes me feel. I like the people and I like where we’re
located. I do like being able to get anywhere pretty quickly. And I also like that no one
knows about it. Not no one, but I like that it’s…it’s still untapped a little bit. I like that
there isn’t some big rush for people to come to our neighborhood.
As these residents pointed out, Beverly encapsulates nearly all aspects of middle-class
idealism: strong property values, large single-family homes on spacious lots, good schools,
aesthetic beauty, safety, and consisting of a tight-knit populace. There is a lot to appreciate there,
both sentimentally and practically. The neighborhood sits about 15 miles south of Chicago’s Loop,
making it a convenient location for those who work downtown. The Metra commuter train has
stops every couple of blocks through the neighborhood, runs frequently, and arrives downtown in
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30 minutes, making the community a strong draw for people who are looking for an easy and short
commute into the city. Beverly has several good public schools and a number of Catholic grammar
schools. Beverly’s dedication to integration appeals to many residents who are looking to live in a
racially diverse neighborhood. Property values are high, and the architecture of the homes is
impressive, featuring a mix of Chicago bungalows, Georgian and Cape Cod. Perhaps most
famously, the neighborhood is home to several city blocks lined with mansions, including three
Frank Lloyd Wright houses and an Irish castle that sits on top of the hill on Longwood Drive.

Figure 16. Residential Block in Beverly, June 2018
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Figure 17. Trees on a Residential Block in Beverly, June 2018

The residential streets are lined with tall trees that create canopies over most blocks in
Beverly and lawns and homes are neatly maintained and landscaped, providing enough greenery
that you often forget that you are within the Chicago city limits (see Figures 16 and 17 for
examples). In fact, if you look up Beverly on Google Earth and zoom out, you can very nearly tell
the neighborhood borders just by how much greener the neighborhood is than the areas that
surround it (see Figure 18 below).
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Figure 18. Google Satellite Image Bird’s Eye View of Beverly

There are numerous parks with playgrounds, ball fields, and a large amount of open, green space
for public use. It is difficult to travel through the neighborhood during the summer and fall
weekends without coming across a church picnic, festival, graduation party, or having to detour
around residential streets that are closed off for block parties. The neighborhood hosts several
events locally: the Southside Irish Parade, the Mother’s Day Breast Cancer Walk, the Memorial
Day Ridge Run and Parade, the Bikes and Brew Cycling Classic, and the Beverly Art Walk.
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Figure 19. Shakespeare in the Park, Ridge Park, August 2015

Figure 20. St. John Fisher Parish Picnic, Beverly Park, August 2015
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Its nickname of “The Village in the City”, while perhaps, as Margot put it, “a bit tired”, is
still sociologically and practically relevant. For people seeking out a family-oriented and tight-knit
community, Beverly is a vestige of the idyllic “urban village”. It is a throwback to the small-town
feel characterized by the strong social ties and fierce sense of community of the “old
neighborhoods.” Underscoring all of these strengths is the fact that Beverly has a low crime rate
relative to the rest of the city, which translates into the feeling of safety expressed by nearly all of
the residents who I talked to in the course of my fieldwork. There is a notion that across the United
States, community is disappearing. Beverly’s greatest draw is the sense that it is a place yet
untouched by that trend.
Place Identity and Solidarity
Residents also expressed a strong sense of place identity and consequently a strong sense
of bounded solidarity. Place identity refers to the idea that there are dimensions of self, such as
goals, values, and beliefs, which result from attachment to places deemed significant (Frederickson
and Anderson 1999; Manzo and Perkins 2006; Proshansky 1978). Bounded solidarity refers to the
shared identity that emerges as the result of the recognition of common fate (Portes 1998). Place
identity and bounded solidarity among Beverly residents was expressed via their pride in the
neighborhood and their sense of “we-ness.” The Beverly Area Planning Association (BAPA) sees
fostering neighborhood pride as one of its main initiatives, so much so that its motto is “Love
Where You Live.” Margot, the executive director of BAPA, believed that this has been an effective
mission, helping to instill a palpable pride among residents. She shared that she thought outsiders
to the neighborhood recognized the high level of pride among residents of Beverly, telling me that,
“There’s a certain amount of jealous…for the community pride in Beverly I think, and the ability
to be like, ‘We love where we live.’”
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Renee, a 34 year old woman who was raised in Beverly and who had recently moved back into the
neighborhood, expressed a sense of pride that was a common sentiment among the residents with
whom I spoke.
Renee: Yeah, even when I was younger I went to [high school] and there was this
sense of pride when you’re in class and people ask where you grew up. Just
knowing that I came from this community that was well known and this community
that’s well established. You’re very proud of it. You’re proud of your roots and
where I came from and even when I went to college I’d say, “Oh I grew up in
Chicago” but I’d always mention, “I don’t know, have you guys heard of Beverly?”
And I feel like no matter where you go, there’s people that have heard of the
neighborhood and it just makes you proud. I’m just so happy that my parents chose
to raise me here.
Terri, a 57 year-old, life-long resident of Beverly, explicitly connected the notion of
neighborhood identity with pride.
JK: Do you think that there’s an identity associated with living in this
neighborhood?
Terri: Oh yeah! First thing out of your mouth! “Where are you from?” “Beverly!”
[Laughter]. It’s like they’re so proud of that! Yeah! It’s like a landmark, I think...So
people are very proud of the fact that they live in Beverly. They really are.
Roxanne, a white woman who had lived in the neighborhood for nearly 30 years when we spoke,
explained to me that community pride seemed to be widely shared. She also recognized pride as a
source of solidarity and cohesion among residents, which she described as follows:
Roxanne: Well I think that when we say we’re from here, we’re proud! We value the
community, we love the community. There’s a sense of pride. There’s almost kind of an
unspoken understanding…you could be anywhere and say you’re from Beverly and
someone else will hear you’re from there and if they are too it’s like you’re instantly
connected in some way. I think other people probably roll their eyes at that because they
know that we have that feeling.
These findings demonstrate that for residents of Beverly, their high neighborhood satisfaction
translates into pride and serves as a source of bounded solidarity. Prior research has connected the
idea of solidarity with collective efficacy (see St. Jean 2007), using the concept of solidarity to
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flesh out the ideas of familiarity, trust, and social cohesion among residents. My findings further
lend support to the idea that bounded solidarity serves as a motivator for collective efficacy and
action. As Portes (1998:8) pointed out, “Identification with one’s own group, sect, or community,
can be a powerful motivational force.” Consequently, both place attachment and bounded
solidarity contribute to an increased likelihood to be engaged within one’s community (Manzo and
Perkin 2006; Portes 1998; Pretty, Chipeur, and Bramston 2003).
High neighborhood satisfaction is necessary, but not sufficient in explaining the high levels
of neighborhood attachment expressed and demonstrated by Beverly’s residents. While there is
not a clear consensus among quantitative researchers on how to measure attachment (Anton and
Lawrence 2014; Hidalgo and Hernandez 2001; Lewicka 2011; Trentelman 2009; Woldoff 2002),
most agree that neighborhood attachment is a multidimensional construct which reflects
behavioral, attitudinal, and social dimensions (Anton and Lawrence 2014; Austin and Baba 1990;
Woldoff 2002). Further, scholars emphasize the need for more empirical inquiry into how local
context and perceptions affect attachment (Manzo and Perkins 2006; Woldoff 2002). In studying
individual selection into neighborhoods as a social process worth empirical attention, Sampson
(2012) found that racial changes and perceptions of disorder in the neighborhood of origin
significantly predicts outmigration. For the residents of Beverly, decisions on moving or staying
there were enmeshed, for example, in practical considerations such as the real estate market,
housing availability, access to or availability of work, affordability, religion, race and ethnicity,
proximity to family and friends, politics, and schools. Consistent with Sampson’s (2012) findings,
Beverly’s residents also considered perceptions of disorder, and albeit more covertly, signs of
racial change, as cues regarding the stability of their neighborhood. These cues served as an
undercurrent to the more “practical” considerations that inform decisions to stay or leave, and
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together, these factors form the foundation for the presence or absence of residents’ neighborhood
attachment. However, historical and geographic context mattered in their decisions too, as did also
the politico-economics of the city and the country more broadly. All of these factors, combined
with the collective perceptions of residents, create a layer of cultural categories through which
residents come to understand their neighborhood and formulate a sense of place. In a City and
Community symposium on his book, Great American City, Sampson (2013:28) argued that, “at the
most general level, collective perceptions and shared understandings have been undertheorized in
urban sociology, usually subordinated to 'structure.' The way forward, I would argue, is to study
how cultural and structural forces are intertwined causally over time. 'Cognition and context,' then,
is a major agenda for the future.” Accordingly, in order to more deeply interrogate what the
“cognition and context” of collective efficacy and action, I explore the neighborhood narrative
frames through which residents form their attachment to Beverly.
Neighborhood Narrative Frames
Drawing on collective action frames in the social movements literature, Mario Luis Small
(2004) developed the concept of neighborhood narrative frames which are cultural categories
through which residents perceive and make sense of their neighborhoods. According to Small:
[R]esidents do not merely see and experience the characteristics of their neighborhood “as
it is”; their perceptions are filtered through cultural categories that highlight some aspects
of the neighborhood and ignore others. These perceptions become part of an often explicit
narrative about the neighborhood’s role and significance in residents’ lives. Residents’
framing of the neighborhood will, in turn, affect how they act in or toward it…Residents
act and become involved in their neighborhoods when such actions conform to their
narrative of the neighborhood’s role in their lives (Small 2004:70-1).
In his study of social capital in the poor Boston neighborhood of Villa Victoria, Small (2004:83)
found that residents’ neighborhood narrative frames varied based on the different “historical
experiences through which they came to live in Villa Victoria” and these frames affected their
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willingness to become involved in their neighborhood. Using the framework of neighborhood
narrative frames to explore how residents become attached to and involved in their neighborhood,
I find that this is also true for the residents of Beverly.
There are four dominant neighborhood narrative frames that explain attachment among
Beverly’s residents. Admittedly, there is no one narrative that speaks for every resident of Beverly;
however, based on trends discerned from the data, these four narratives are the major contextual
sources of residential and affective attachment. I emphasize that while these findings are not
generalizable to each resident of Beverly, they were very prevalent themes drawn from my data
and are certainly recognizable among residents as dominant narratives. I do not purport to explain
how every resident came to live in Beverly, rather, the following frames serve as illustrative of
how sociohistorical context shapes perceptions and meanings and undergirds attachment to the
neighborhood. This analysis serves as a contextualized basis for understanding why residents are
motivated to act on behalf of their neighborhood.
A Brief History of Beverly and Urban Unease
Beverly is located on the far southwest edge of Chicago. It was annexed into the city in
1890 and was occupied early on by white Protestants and later by the Irish Catholics who, despite
facing a great deal of discrimination in the early part of the 20th century, grew steadily in number
(Skerrett 2004). By the 1940s, Catholics made up the majority of the residents in the neighborhood,
although the neighborhood remained largely prairie and sparsely populated until after World War
II (Skerrett 2004).
In the 1950s and 60s, Beverly experienced a rapid population growth as the result of two
events: the housing boom associated with the end of World War II, and the United States Supreme
Court’s decision in Shelley v. Kraemer which declared racially restrictive real estate covenants
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unconstitutional in 1948 (Moore, Curious City WBEZ 91.5 Chicago, March 26, 2014; Skerrett
2004). The latter caused a particular boom in Beverly as restrictive covenants in Chicago’s white
neighborhoods were nullified, allowing African-American Chicagoans who had previously been
cramped into the city’s “Black Belt” to seek out new affordable housing options across the south
side. Racism and white fear in response to racial change spurred white flight from nearby
neighborhoods such as Auburn-Gresham, Englewood, Roseland, South Shore, and Washington
Heights and many white residents seeking a new home on the south side settled into Beverly, at
the city’s far southwest edge. Between 1940 and 1960, Beverly’s population grew from 15,910 to
24,814 (Skerrett 2004). Notably, by 1970 the population peaked at 26,797 but was 99% white
(Moore, Curious City WBEZ 91.5 Chicago, March 26, 2014) while the nearby formerly white
neighborhoods listed above, had all become predominantly black.
In his 1972 book, That Most Distressful Nation: The Taming of the American Irish, Father
Andrew Greeley, a sociologist and Catholic priest who once served in one of Beverly’s parishes,
wrote of the neighborhood:
Beverly ought to be able to cope with black in-migration more effectively than most
neighborhoods…And yet Beverly is in grave jeopardy. In fact, its chances of surviving
very long as an integrated neighborhood are at best dubious, and before 1980 it is altogether
possible that it will be as much a part of the black ghetto as the communities to the north
and east of it. This will be a tragedy for the city, for the black community, and for the white
people who are so deeply attached to their colorful and lively neighborhood. (Greeley
1972:234).
Of course, history has proven Father Greeley wrong. Beverly has thus far very effectively
promoted and managed integration and persists as a stable and affluent neighborhood. In 2010,
Beverly was 58% white and 34% black, boasting a level of black-white diversity that is highly
uncommon in American neighborhoods (Rob Paral and Assoc. 2018). At $85,240, Beverly also
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enjoyed the third highest median household income of Chicago neighborhoods in 2011 (Paral
2013).
The history of rapid racial change and resultant economic decline is visible in many of the
community areas that border Beverly. These same neighborhoods now make up much of the area
referred to as Chicago’s south side ghetto. Despite Beverly’s stability and affluence, the
neighborhood is in close proximity to communities that have been devastated by concentrated
poverty and violence. As a result, the pessimistic sentiment that “Beverly is in grave jeopardy” is
not Father Greeley’s alone. The prospect of racial change as a harbinger of economic decline has
been, and still is, a specter that looms over many of the residents of Beverly. The fear of change
and decline, which is rooted in the historical fact of change and decline of many of the surrounding
south side neighborhoods, serves as a source of attachment for many residents. The sense that
Beverly is a “last garden” (Kefalas 2003) that has staved off economic decline and urban decay is
both a cause of celebration and concern for Beverly’s residents, who work diligently to foster
community in the neighborhood, all the while fearing that it might succumb to the similar fate of
economic decline and rising crime, as have many of the neighborhoods surrounding it. It is this
tension of celebration and fear, or urban unease, that serves as a source of attachment and a major
motivation for the neighborhood’s high level of collective efficacy and action.
This sense of Beverly as “the last garden” is not unique to this neighborhood. In fact, the
term comes from Maria Kefalas’ ethnography of white, working-class Beltway, a neighborhood
that is also on Chicago’s southwest side. Kefalas (2003) described residents as having a similar
attachment to Beltway as do residents in Beverly. Beltway’s residents also saw their neighborhood
as “the last garden” and Kefalas highlights the impact that Chicago’s residency rule has had on
their attachment to their neighborhood as follows:
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Today, many of Beltway’s residents are city workers (police officers, streets and sanitation
workers, firefighters, park district employees) who must reside within the city limits as a
condition of their employment…Indeed, because there are so few stable, affordable, white
working- and lower-middle-class neighborhoods remaining in Chicago, city workers have
a strong incentive to maintain the distinctive way of life Beltway provides, for “if Beltway
goes, there’s no place left to go.” This widely held conviction that Beltway cannot easily
be replaced makes residents protective of the community, even if they secretly long to
escape (Kefalas 2003:9).
Similar to Beltway, in order to fully understand the attachment to Beverly, Chicago’s residency
requirement cannot be overlooked as a major reason that many people live in the neighborhood.
The residency requirement took effect in 1976, mandating that all individuals employed by the
city must reside within the city limits (Taub, Taylor, and Dunham 1984). This has resulted in a
high proportion of city workers, especially police, firefighters, and teachers, living in the
neighborhood. For example, in 2012, about 14% of all Chicago city workers lived within the two
zip codes that make up Beverly (although these zip codes also include parts of Washington
Heights, Morgan Park, and Mount Greenwood) (City of Chicago 2012). The residency rule in the
context of the declining economic conditions of the surrounding neighborhoods makes many
Beverly residents feel as though their neighborhood is the last nice place left to live in the city.
They also view that status as tenuous. Chris, a white resident who is originally from the East coast,
described the vulnerable feel of Beverly to me as follows:
Chris: A co-worker of mine calls Beverly “an island.” He’s like, “You’re an island and it’s
a beautiful community with wonderful people but you’re surrounded by really bad stuff.”
And like I said, there’s shootings a mile away. Whether it’s spilling over here violently
with shootings, it might not be, but I thought that was a good analogy.
Beverly residents also share with Beltway residents the sentiment that, as one resident of West
Beverly put it, “The residency requirement is one of the major things that has kept the
neighborhood going.” Skippy, an 83 year old white man, who had moved into Beverly from a
nearby neighborhood to be closer to his daughter after his wife passed away, believed that the
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residency rule played an important role in fostering social cohesion and neighborhood stability.
He explained it as follows:
Skippy: But one of the big reasons why the community sticks together and has had a lot
more community activities is because of the residency rule… I think the residency rule
pretty much saves the city… Because it makes us have a little bit of a spirit of togetherness.
Other residents echoed the slightly more pessimistic mind-set that, “If the residency rule goes, the
neighborhood goes.” For example, a black resident wondered aloud to me about whether the rising
proportion of African-American residents would cause white flight from the neighborhood. She
paused to think about it for a moment and then said, “But with the residency rule, there’s really
nowhere else for them to go.” Her assessment speaks to the legacy and collective memory of white
flight on Chicago’s south side, as well as to the declining socioeconomic and physical conditions
of neighboring community areas. These are critical factors in how both white and black residents
have come to live in, and formulate attachment to, Beverly. Consequently, in order to fully
understand the neighborhood attachment and the subsequent collective efficaciousness
demonstrated by Beverly residents, their commitment to place must be situated in the demographic
history of Chicago’s south side, which is largely a story of race and residential segregation,
integration, and re-segregation. That being said, it is important to note that the historical narratives
of black and white south siders are deeply intertwined, but not the same. Below I detail how the
quest for the urban village and neighborhood stability has brought both white and black residents
to Beverly, albeit along multiple avenues. Again, it is worth emphasizing that there may be other
pathways as well, but the following are three dominant narratives of how residents come to live in
Beverly and as such are highly illustrative in demonstrating how and why residents are so strongly
attached to Beverly.

87
Ethnicity, Deep Roots, and Re-inventing the Old Neighborhoods
A large number of Beverly’s residents are whites who have deep roots in an Irish-American
identity and Chicago’s south side. These residents are the basis for Beverly’s stereotypical
characterization as a white, blue-collar, Irish-Catholic enclave. Ed and Anne, a white, married
couple who were raised in Beverly and who had recently returned to Beverly themselves, discussed
this stereotype.
JK: Do you think there are identities associated with living here, or no?
Anne: Yeah, I think it’s definitely a family, tight-knit community. Blue-collar workers.
Ed: Well I think a lot of people on the outside, what they know is just that there’s a bunch
of Irish Catholics but that’s not necessarily 100% true but the majority or a good percentage
are. But I think that’s what most people’s first impression or first answer would be.
Anne: Yeah, just like city workers with lots of kids [laughter].
This stereotype was echoed by Walt, who also went on to point out that while the image of the
neighborhood as white is dominant, it is also inaccurate.
Walt: You know, when you go down to 95th street in between like Western and Longwood,
most of the people there are black, especially the stores and all of that stuff. Most of the
businesses are owned by black people and all that stuff and they all live in Beverly too. But
I think for some reason or another, people choose to ignore that fact and think of this as a
predominantly white neighborhood and I just don’t think it is.
The stereotype of Beverly as a white neighborhood is indeed outdated, but has its roots in its history
as an Irish enclave, a legacy that persists today in large part due to the fact that the Irish-American
identity serves as a source of community pride and attachment for many white residents.
Approximately 30.5% of neighborhood residents report some Irish ancestry (Statistical Atlas
2016) and a large number of multi-generational white families in Beverly ethnically identify as
Irish. The cultural influences of the community of people dubbed “The Southside Irish” are highly
visible in the strength of the three Catholic parishes and their grammar schools, or in the names of
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the bars that line Western Avenue, such as: Sean’s Rhino Bar, Cork and Kerry, Barney Callaghan’s
Pub, Mrs. O’Leary’s Dubliner, Shamrock Express, O’Rourke’s Office, McNally’s, O’Brien’s Pub,
and Cullinan’s Stadium Club. The Irish heritage is celebrated every March on the Sunday before
St. Patrick’s Day, when Beverly hosts the famous and highly-attended Southside Irish Parade,
which travels down Western Avenue into Morgan Park. For many of the neighborhood’s residents,
this is a greatly anticipated and celebrated event, and houses throughout the neighborhood are
decorated with shamrocks, green lights, and Irish flags in the weeks prior to the holiday. However,
while many residents of Beverly identify as Irish, Irish-American ethnicity is largely symbolic
today, with most of the Southside Irish being several generations removed from nativity to “the
old country.” That being said, the Irish identity is a source of great pride for many of the
neighborhood’s white residents and it is deeply intertwined in many of the neighborhood
institutions such as the churches, schools, bars, and stores. Consequently, the Irish ethnic
connection fosters a great deal of solidarity among many of the white residents of Beverly, and
also serves as a source of attachment to the neighborhood. It is worth mention, however, that while
shared Irish ethnicity is a source of solidarity for many residents, that solidarity also has a shadow
of exclusion for other residents who do not identify in this way, especially black residents.
Additionally, some white residents were very turned off by the celebration of symbolic ethnicity.
As one Irish-American woman told me, “I was never embarrassed to be Irish-American until I
moved here.”
Many of Beverly’s white residents are deeply rooted in Chicago’s south side. For many of
these residents, those deep roots form the basis of their attachment to the neighborhood. While a
lot of white residents come from multi-generational Beverly families, many others have roots in
what they refer to as the “old neighborhoods.” The term “the old neighborhood” is used by many
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whites to refer to the other south side neighborhoods that their families moved out of prior to
settling in Beverly. In many cases, these moves were prompted by racial shifts, or what is
colloquially and euphemistically referred to as when, “the neighborhood changed.” Patrick, a white
resident who was not raised in the neighborhood but had extensive family roots there, characterized
Beverly as a destination for whites who fled.
Patrick: It’s the suburbs basically but it’s the city of Chicago’s southwestern edge where
there’s a lot of firemen and a lot of city employees who live here and it’s kind of this IrishCatholic enclave on the southwest side, where white flight or where a lot of people who
lived further east or further north, over the years, kind of migrated out here, probably for
fear of black people, frankly.
Patrick’s take, although frank, is not his alone. It is well known that many of Beverly’s white
residents have roots in other south side neighborhoods. For example, when I asked Jack, a white
man in his seventies, why he moved to Beverly forty years ago, he told me:
Jack: I grew up in Auburn-Gresham, in the Little Flower parish. My wife’s family grew up
there too. Back then, Beverly was the rich neighborhood, where we came to look at the big
homes, but we didn’t quite fit in here. When the element of change was introduced into the
old neighborhood, lots of families moved this way and so a lot of people knew one another
already once they moved here. When it came time to look for a home, my wife and I moved
here to be near some family and friends who had come this way.
The Auburn-Gresham neighborhood, which borders Beverly on the northeast had been a white
enclave with a large percentage of Irish Catholic residents into the 1960s, however, by 1990 the
neighborhood was 99% African-American (McMahon 2004). As whites fled the “old
neighborhood” of Auburn-Gresham, many of them found new homes in neighboring Beverly
where they sought to recreate the “lost communities” that they had left behind. The Southside Irish
Parade is an example of an event that originated in the St. Sabina Parish of Auburn Gresham and
was revitalized in Beverly/Morgan Park, in an effort to preserve the traditions and customs of
residents’ former neighborhoods.

90
For many whites then, their attachment to the neighborhood should be considered in the
context of white flight and the notion of Beverly as “the last garden.” That is, the idea that Beverly
remains as a vestige of the strong communal life associated with the urban villages that were lost
when the old neighborhoods “changed”, and the fear that if the way of life in Beverly were to
disappear, it could not be recreated anywhere else on Chicago’s south side. It is worth noting that
for some of the white residents in Beverly, whiteness is also an aspect of “the last garden”. For
those residents, the increasing number of black residents and outsiders within the neighborhood is
alarming and perceived as a threat to neighborhood stability. Preserving their neighborhood as a
white space serves as a strong motivator of collective action for the residents who equate AfricanAmericans with economic decline. Of course, it should not be assumed that all, or even most of
the white residents in Beverly feel this way. Rather, these sentiments are probably only carried by
a very small percentage of white residents.
Leaving the Black Belt and Upward Mobility
While the notion of “the last garden” serves as a similar source of attachment for many
black residents, their narrative carries with it the legacy of discrimination and the search for upward
mobility. My findings suggest that very few black residents have multi-generational roots in
Beverly, but for those rooted in Beverly as well as for those who came from other Chicago
neighborhoods, the move to Beverly signals upward mobility to the larger African-American
community. When I asked Lynne, a middle-aged black woman who had lived in Beverly for 22
years, whether there was an identity associated with living in the neighborhood, she described it
as follows:
Lynne: When you tell African Americans who grew up in Chicago that you live in Beverly,
usually you get this, “Ohhh” [voice raises] response. And I have to say, “I’m in the small
house part of Beverly.” [Laughter]…So there’s this assumption immediately that you’re
middle class. You know? It’s like if you told people, ten years ago, not so much today
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sadly, but if you told people that you lived in Chatham, there was also that, “Oh, Chatham.
Okay.”
Lynne’s answer was very much in contrast to the characterization of Beverly as the white, bluecollar enclave which many whites described in their answer to my question about neighborhood
identity. Cindy, another middle-aged black woman who lives in East Beverly, answered the same
question very similarly:
Cindy: Well sometimes it’s kind of a snooty identity, because when I go to the north side
or some other neighborhood or the suburbs and they say, “Well what part of Chicago are
you from?” And I’ll say, “Well you know, I’m from Beverly” and people will go, “Oh,
Beverly [in a snooty voice]!” [Laughter]. Because you know Longwood Drive and the
homes. Everyone thinks we’re million dollar homes over here, but you know, that’s just
the cream of the crop! [Laughs]. But we still get that reputation.
In order to gain a fuller context for attachment to Beverly, it is vitally important to consider
the present-day conditions of the Chicago’s other south side neighborhoods. I am deeply thankful
to a key informant named Connie for bringing this point to my attention and for taking me on a
ride-along through the nearby neighborhoods of Morgan Park, Roseland, Pullman, and West
Pullman. Connie is a retired, African-American woman who lives in Beverly with her daughter,
but who had at other points in her life lived and worked in a number of south side neighborhoods.
Connie was a regular at one of the beat meetings that I attended, and I became very interested in
speaking with her after she shared with the beat meeting attendees a newsletter that she had created
for her block. When I asked Connie whether she was interested in participating in an interview
about collective efficacy in Beverly, she initially told me yes, but later called and said to me,
“When we spoke last, you had asked me why I thought people want to move to Beverly. Well I
was wondering whether instead of just talking, I could drive you around some of the surrounding
neighborhoods to show you why a lot of professional and middle-class African-Americans are
moving here. Would you be interested?” I enthusiastically agreed and we spent a morning doing a
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“ride-along” interview around Morgan Park, Roseland, Pullman, and West Pullman, all
predominantly black neighborhoods to the east of Beverly. Following the white flight out of these
neighborhoods in the 50s and 60s, they became middle- and working-class black neighborhoods,
with the exception of Morgan Park which remains racially mixed although majority black. During
the 1970s and 1980s, as the steel mills and factories left Chicago’s east side, the economic effects
of unemployment hit these neighborhoods hard, contributing to a rise in crime rates and poverty
levels. Despite these setbacks, according to Connie, people in these neighborhoods still work hard
to maintain their homes and to fight crime. The common perception among white residents in
Beverly is that the “east side” is a dangerous ghetto area, and the source of crime and disorder that
“spills over” into Beverly. However, driving down block after block with Connie as she pointed
out all of the lovely homes with manicured landscaping, I observed that many blocks were visually
indistinguishable from the blocks in Beverly.
That being said, a legacy of racism and discrimination has left black residents in these
neighborhoods much less insulated in their ability to cope with economic strain than whites in the
nearby neighborhoods. Unfortunately, these neighborhoods suffered again during the latest
recession which has plummeted home values and has increased unemployment, foreclosures, and
crimes rates. Connie, a retired Chicago Public Schools teacher, lost her retirement investments
during the recession and was unable to keep her home on a tight-knit block in West Pullman, where
five other houses went into foreclosure at the same time. These communities have also been
challenged by the expansion of public and subsidized housing into their residential blocks. The
city tore down high- and mid-rise housing projects like the Robert Taylor Homes and Cabrini
Green in the late 90s and early 00s in an attempt to deconcentrate poverty in the city (Moore 2016).
In an effort to create mixed-income communities, the “solution” was the Housing Choice Voucher
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Program which allows low-income residents to rent in the private market at subsidized rates
(Moore 2016). Voucher recipients have struggled financially under the program, often unable to
find work in their new neighborhoods and consequently face difficulty paying for utilities and the
upkeep of their new homes (Moore 2016). The large influx of new low-income residents has
stressed some of Chicago’s black south side neighborhoods, several of which, “have absorbed
more than 1,000 voucher holders each” (Moore 2016:76). In her book The South Side: A Portrait
of Chicago and American Segregation, reporter Natalie Moore detailed the effects of this change
to Chicago’s south side neighborhoods.
These are not poor communities, but 20 percent or more of the population lives in poverty.
Homeowners make up Chatham, Greater Grand Crossing and Auburn-Gresham, but the
proximity of these areas to lower-income black neighborhoods renders them vulnerable to
outside forces, such as crime. These black middle-class and working-class areas thrive with
strong block clubs and efficacy, but they also teeter and could use more city and private
resources. Certainly, the dispersal of public housing families rocked these communities,
and the timing of the Plan for Transformation inflamed instability. Every single community
that received a large number of voucher holders declined in tangible ways between the
2000 and 2010 census. Median household incomes and home sales plummeted. Poverty
markedly increased. Whenever spikes in crime occur on the South Side, mutters about the
“project people” can be heard. There’s a nugget of truth in these complaints (Moore
2016:76).
Connie, who had been extremely active in her community as well as in several of the surrounding
neighborhoods, at one time even running for alderman, had worked with other community
members to offer support and resources to incoming public and subsidized housing residents.
Unfortunately, she had also seen increases in crime in the previously safe areas of her
neighborhood after the arrival of these new residents. Citing research that shows increased crime
rates in neighborhoods with high concentrations of voucher holders as crime rates dropped across
the city more generally, Moore provided possible explanations for Connie’s suggestion about the
relationship between the new residents and crime.
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Relocation might affect crime for three reasons: a disruption in social networks,
which puts residents at risk of committing crimes or becoming victims; new
residents disrupting the communities’ sense of mutual trust and social cohesion; or
residents and their associates engaging in criminal or drug activity when they lived
in public housing and bringing similar activity when they relocated (Moore
2016:77).
Further, according to Connie, the presence of low-income and subsidized housing
plummeted property values in black neighborhoods so that even middle-class residents with jobs
and nice homes were unable to sell if they wanted to relocate. Scattered throughout the idyllic
blocks that Connie drove me down were pockets of visible disorder – blocks with multiple boarded
up homes and pot-holed streets where young men hung on the corners and the grass grew over
onto sidewalks. Connie slowed the car to a stop on one block. “See, this just makes me want to
cry,” she said softly, stopping at an intersection so we could look at the houses. “This used to be a
nice neighborhood, where people worked hard. But these are all Section 8 now and people can’t
or don’t know how to take care of these homes. This is terrible, just terrible. CHA did not prepare
these people to live here, they just moved them into houses with no education on what to do once
they go there and no access to resources to take care of these places.”
We sat without speaking for just a few more seconds before Connie drove off the block.
At this moment, I heard her pain. She clearly mourned for the loss of a place where she had once
been proud to live. In her book Black Picket Fences, Mary Patillo-McCoy referred to a quote from
Nicholas Lemann’s (1991:278) book, The Promised Land, where he writes that, “the parlous state
of the black slums in Chicago is a constant looming presence in the consciousness of the black
middle class.” Patillo-McCoy (1999:23) added that “African-Americans, like other groups, have
always tried to translate upward class mobility into geographic mobility, but remain physically
and psychically close to the poorer neighborhoods they leave behind.” This is very true for Connie
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as well as many of the other African-American residents of Beverly who moved out of Chicago’s
black neighborhoods seeking a safer and more economically stable community.
For many black residents of Beverly, attachment comes from the desire to hold on tight to
the upward mobility that they have worked so hard to attain and which they have achieved despite
the adversity of racial discrimination and structural disadvantage. Coupled with this is a motivation
that they share with whites, and that is the effort to restore and retain the sense of community they
lost when they fled declining conditions in the old neighborhoods.
Integrated Beverly and Embracing Diversity
While restoring the lost sense of community of the old neighborhoods serves as the source
of attachment for many of the residents of Beverly, still others come to Beverly seeking a more
utopic and progressive re-definition of the middle-class ideal as racially and ethnically diverse.
Beverly’s current reputation is that of a racially diverse community that has worked deliberately
to support integration. Early instances of integration were met with resistance by white residents.
According to various residents who I interviewed, during the 1950s-70s, there were race riots in
the neighborhood, a Ku Klux Klan rally in one of the parks, attempts to segregate the public high
school, and various incidents of racism and discrimination toward black residents. Many of the
African-Americans who moved into and lived in the neighborhood prior to the 1980s experienced
harassment, vandalism to their homes, and violence (Taub et al. 1984). One current black resident
of Beverly recounted to me that when his family moved into a home in Beverly in the late 60s, his
home was vandalized on multiple occasions and a white man and a his children marched in front
of his house wearing the white robes of the Ku Klux Klan. Another black woman told me that
during her childhood in the late 70s and early 80s, her family’s home was spray-painted with the
words “nigger”, “go back to Africa”, “get out of our neighborhood”, and other racist language on

96
multiple occasions. White children threw rocks at her siblings on their walk home from school,
she was spit on, and the front window of her house was shot out as she practiced the piano inside.
Despite these violent and threatening acts of racism, upward mobility and the lure of the middleclass ideal in Beverly continued to draw in a growing number of black residents.
While there were many white residents who resisted integration, there were also others
who saw integration as morally right, and/or as a necessary next step in the neighborhood’s
trajectory if residents wanted to maintain the good conditions in the community and their property
values. However, across Chicago, unscrupulous real estate agents saw the rapid racial change and
high segregation of south side neighborhoods in the 1950s and 60s as an opportunity to profit
(Hirsch 2004). Real estate agents used panic peddling and blockbusting techniques in an attempt
to get whites who were fearful of racial change and diminishing property values to sell quickly
and cheaply to speculators who would then turn and sell at inflated prices to black buyers (Hirsch
2004). While blockbusting facilitated the rapid racial turnover in many Chicago neighborhoods,
attempts to play on white fear in Beverly were met with resistance from residents. The Beverly
Area Planning Association (BAPA), which had originally formed in 1947, was revitalized in 1971
with investment from a local bank and the developer of a nearby shopping center, with the new
mission of curbing blockbusting and preserving property values (Taub et al. 1984). Soliciting was
banned in Beverly, in order to keep out realtors who were going door-to-door in an attempt to scare
residents into moving, and residents stopped posting “For Sale” signs in front of their houses
(Moore, Curious City WBEZ 91.5 Chicago, March 26, 2014), a practice which largely continues
in the neighborhood today.
There is some disagreement among residents who I spoke with about whether or not
BAPA’s original mission was to promote integration or to prevent white flight with the intention
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of keeping African-American home-buyers out of the neighborhood. One white resident, Red,
whose family moved into West Beverly in 1945 told me that BAPA had tried to encourage
prospective black residents to move into West Beverly where the homes were cheaper in order
appease the white residents with more money in Central and North Beverly. This point, however,
is at odds with current residential trends which feature many fewer black residents west of Western
Avenue than east of Western Avenue. Taub, Taylor, and Dunham (1984:95) also suggested that
BAPA may not always have been pro-integration, stating that although it was BAPA’s “official
position, knowledgeable observers suggest that during some of its life, BAPA has made efforts to
keep blacks out of the area. This charge is always difficult to assess because the line between
preventing panic peddling and re-segregation on the one hand and black exclusion on the other is
often difficult to maintain.”
BAPA’s history as told by documents and its employees belies the accusation of black
exclusion from Beverly. For example, in 1971 white resident Pat Stanton put together a
presentation titled “Beverly Now” and went around the community arguing to white residents that
“integration was inevitable” and that they should come together to preserve their neighborhood by
welcoming new black residents rather than fleeing (Moore, Curious City WBEZ 91.5 Chicago,
March 26, 2014). According to Grace, BAPA’s Assistant Director and the editor of BAPA’s
newspaper The Villager, Stanton also encouraged BAPA to take on fair housing as a main
initiative. This led to the development of BAPA’s Housing Center, which no longer exists, but was
an integral part of the organization’s initiative when Grace began working there in 1982. The
Housing Center served as a resource to help potential home-buyers looking to move into Beverly.
Grace told me that when she worked there:
Grace: People would call BAPA all of the time, “I need a house” or “Who is a good realtor
to work with?” “Where can I get an apartment?” And then BAPA would keep in mind,
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“Okay, we don’t want any place to re-segregate.” So I guess it would be classified as
steering, but steering for the right way. White people were sent to East Beverly and up into
Beverly Woods and black people were sent more into Central Beverly. Or we would work
with surrounding suburbs where, classically those areas had been closed to AfricanAmericans.
In this way, BAPA worked to actively integrate the neighborhood. Red’s story of BAPA
suggesting that black families move into West Beverly may in fact be true, but as Grace pointed
out, this may have been more about integrating white West Beverly than about excluding blacks
from Central Beverly. Grace admitted that while this purposeful integration was successful, some
white residents resented BAPA’s attempts to integrate their neighborhoods and there were still
“hard feelings” among many residents who misinterpreted BAPA’s motives as exclusionary.
A look at Beverly’s current racial breakdown suggests that BAPA’s efforts to integrate the
neighborhood and stave off white flight have been successful. In 2016, the neighborhood was 34%
black and 58% white (Rob Paral and Assoc. 2018). Today, Beverly has an external reputation as a
racially diverse neighborhood. BAPA continues to market the neighborhood as diverse, as do the
real estate agents who help prospective buyers find homes. I found that many of the white residents
who have moved into the neighborhood within the past 20 years, and most of the African-American
residents, came seeking out diversity. Lynne, a black woman who has lived in West Beverly for
22 years recounted how her realtor had told her:
Lynne: You don’t want to be in a segregated community, you want to go where there is
some diversity because you guys have been educated in diverse areas, you work in diverse
areas, so don’t automatically situate yourself in a traditionally African American
community.
Tom, a white resident who had lived in Beverly for two years, having moved with his wife from
the north side said:
Tom: We’re used to kind of living in neighborhoods that have a little bit more diversity to
them. And part of what attracted me to Beverly was the fact that there has been this history
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of integration here. That it is known as a place in Chicago where people of different races
live side by side.
There is a great deal of neighborhood attachment associated with the idea of preserving the
distinct identity of the neighborhood as racially diverse. This is evidenced by the existence of
groups like the Southwest Chicago Diversity Collaborative, whose mission is to support and
celebrate diversity in the Beverly, Morgan Park, and Mt. Greenwood neighborhoods. An example
of attachment to a diverse neighborhood fueling collective efficacy could be seen in the rapid
response to a plan proposed by the alderman to close a predominantly black public school in the
neighborhood in order to alleviate crowding at a white school in neighboring Mt. Greenwood.
Hundreds of Beverly residents took action to protest the plan while extoling the virtue of
neighborhood diversity. Whereas some residents find attachment and affinity for the neighborhood
through their attempt to restore and retain their lost communities, these residents stand as an
example of attachment to an ideal that BAPA worked so hard to propagate – the realization of a
new middle-class ideal which stars Beverly as a welcoming and diverse community.
Conclusion
This chapter explored the sociocultural milieu of Beverly and examined how the
neighborhood’s history, culture, and context shape residents’ attachment to the neighborhood.
Attachment is an important facilitator of neighborhood collective action (Brown et al. 2003;
Burchfield 2009; Comstock et al. 2010; Manzo and Perkins 2006) and therefore is an integral
foundation for collective efficacy. Since the 1970s, Beverly has been framed as “The Village in
the City” by local civic organizations leaders, who believe that this moniker best describes
Beverly’s idyllic urban village qualities. Beverly’s residents expressed high degrees of satisfaction
and fondness for the neighborhood’s aesthetic beauty, cohesive and comfortable feel, and for the
practical benefits it offers for the purposes of urban life (good schools, property values, large
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homes, accessible transportation, safety etc.). The desirable neighborhood conditions that are
present in Beverly offer a partial explanation into residents’ strong levels of neighborhood
attachment.
The story of neighborhood attachment in Beverly does not stop, however, at its urban
village appeal. Attachment is also shaped through the collective perceptions of neighborhood
residents. Neighborhood narrative frames that characterize Beverly as “the last garden” undergird
attachment and transmit feelings of urban unease that contribute to residents’ sense of cohesion
and collective efficacy. There are several cultural frames through which residents develop
attachment to Beverly: some seek to recreate the solidarity and lost communities of the old
neighborhoods, others work to preserve their progress and safeguard their upward mobility, and
some strive to protect the new ideal of the diverse neighborhood. Regardless of which of these
frames form the bases of a resident’s attachment, each serves to provide the resident with the sense
of Beverly as a distinct place that is worth defending.
There are two caveats regarding neighborhood narrative frames that are worth reiterating
briefly. These frames are not meant to be generalized across the experiences and perspectives of
all residents in Beverly. Rather, the frames reflect recognizable and dominant neighborhood
narratives. Describing the frames is an analytical tool used to contextualize understandings of why
and how residents come to construct Beverly as a valuable place worth their collective efforts.
Second, the varying frames are not mutually exclusive. It is possible that residents may draw on
multiple frames, or parts of frames, in shaping their perspectives and situating their attachments to
Beverly. Further, the narratives detailed in the frames are not necessarily personally experienced
by every resident, but nevertheless may be “passed on” as a collective memory to be used by
subsequent generations of residents in shaping their attachment.
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A major contribution provided by the analysis in this chapter is insight into a puzzle of
collective efficacy - that despite social organization theorists’ prediction that racial difference
impedes social cohesion, collective efficacy researchers have found that high levels of efficacy
can manifest in diverse settings. Beverly has been used as a case in point example of this
phenomenon (Sampson 2012). Analyzing the roots of efficacy through neighborhood narrative
frames demonstrates how historical trajectories, meanings, and cultural perspectives can vary but
result in common attachments to the same neighborhood and motivate place-based cohesion across
demographic difference. For example, while historical trajectories and origin stories may vary
between new and long-time residents, white and black residents, or young and old residents, their
neighborhood narrative frames share an orientation to Beverly as “the last garden,” a vestige of
community lost, a place of comfort and familiarity, and an indicator of their economic success.
Chicagoans, especially south-siders, are well aware of the precariousness of neighborhood stability
and most have been witness to, at one time or another, the economic deprivation of neighboring
community areas. This awareness contributes to residents’ urban unease and a fear of losing their
neighborhood as a home. It is the perceived shared need to defend their neighborhood that
promotes cohesion, trust, and cooperation across racial difference for the purposes of community
collective efficacy. This common motivation does not, however, guarantee perfect racial harmony
or equality in a neighborhood. The complexities of neighborhood defense in a racially diverse
neighborhood will be discussed in-depth in Chapter 6.
Previous work on neighborhood attachment has suggested a relationship between
attachment and collective action, and thus, understanding attachment is integral to expanding the
theoretical explanatory power of collective efficacy. In this chapter, I have provided a
contextualized analysis of neighborhood attachment in Beverly, emphasizing the importance of
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understanding the unique history, culture, and context of a neighborhood. The cohesion, solidarity,
and trust that results from the shared urban unease and collective attachment to the neighborhood
serves as foundational for the social ties which facilitate social capital in Beverly. In the following
chapter, I explore social capital in Beverly and examine how attachment and resources are
leveraged into action.
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CHAPTER 4: SOCIAL CAPITAL AND COLLECTIVE EFFICACY

Social capital is an integral element in the process of collective efficacy; however, there is
an important distinction between the two concepts: social capital reflects the resource potential of
networks and ties, while collective efficacy is the process of activating those ties to fulfill their
potential (Sampson et al. 1997; Sampson et al. 1999). The presence of social capital is a facilitative,
but not sufficient, condition for the exercise of social control in a neighborhood (Sampson 2009).
This conceptual relationship begs the question of: how do neighborhood residents activate their
social ties into resources that benefit the community? Research has suggested that networks must
be embedded in conditions of mutual trust and cohesion in order to have a positive effect on social
control (Sampson et al. 1997), but we know much less about what the process of activating social
ties looks like in context. In this chapter, I begin by reviewing the literature on social capital and
collective efficacy. I then describe the structure of social networks in Beverly, in order to provide
a foundation for understanding the sources of social capital. Next, I detail social capital in Beverly,
taking great care to highlight the resource potential of social ties. I specifically describe social
capital using Carpiano’s (2006) four forms: social support, social leverage, neighborhood
organization participation and informal social control. Then, I discuss how Beverly’s residents use
the internet and social media as a tool for generating social capital. I end the chapter by highlighting
several important takeaways and caveats to the findings in this chapter.
Defining Neighborhood Social Capital
The concept of social capital has been defined a multitude of times in a multitude of ways,
but perhaps most famously in the contemporary literature by Bourdieu (1986), Coleman (1988),
and Putnam (1993, 1995). Bourdieu (1986:248) defined social capital as, “the aggregate of the
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actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition.” Coleman (1988:S98)
argued that, “Social capital is defined by its function. It is not a single entity but a variety of
different entities, with two elements in common: they all consist of some aspects of social
structures, and they facilitate certain actions of actions – whether persons or corporate actors –
within the structure.” At the neighborhood or collective level, social capital has been defined by
the political scientist Robert Putnam (1995:66) as “civicness” or a property of communities that
highlights the “features of social organizations, such as networks, norms, and social trust that
facilitate action and cooperation for mutual benefit.” Putnam went on to gain national recognition
when he diagnosed a decline in American community and political participation as due to the
disappearance of social capital. Putnam’s formulation of social capital has gained wide influence
in the social sciences. Despite its popularity, many scholars have heavily criticized Putnam’s work
on several points, including its logical circularity, issues with construct validity, inattention to
dynamics of social capital and power, its lack of attention to the evolution of social capital, and
conceptual inconsistency (Carpiano 2006; DeFilippis 2001; Muntaner and Lynch 2002; Portes
1998). For example, in his widely cited review of the social capital literature, sociologist Alejandro
Portes (1998) argued that Putnam’s conceptualization of social capital was tautological,
positioning social capital as both the cause and effect of everything good in a community. Portes
(1998:19) summarized this problem as follows: “It [social capital] leads to positive outcomes, such
as economic development and less crime, and its existence is inferred from the same outcomes.
Cities that are well governed and moving ahead economically do so because they have high social
capital; poorer cities lack in this civic virtue.” Portes (1998) recommended that in order to
theoretically refine the concept of community social capital, researchers must separate the
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definition from its effects, establish controls for directionality and for other determinants, and
systematically identify historical origins of community social capital.
In an attempt to address some of the shortcomings of the existing approaches to
neighborhood social capital, Carpiano (2006) integrated Bourdieu’s (1986) and Putnam’s (2000)
approaches to social capital in developing his model of neighborhood processes and health.
Carpiano (2006) called out the inconsistencies in Putnam’s definitions of social capital across his
body of work, but was able to draw out social cohesion as the core mechanism of Putnam’s social
capital. Carpiano (2006) noted that this conceptualization is at odds with the common sociological
definition of social capital as reflecting the resource potential of social ties, arguing that social
cohesion is an important antecedent to social capital, rather than its basis. Carpiano (2006) and
Portes (1998) both argued that of sociological definitions, Bourdieu’s (1986) definition is the most
theoretically refined, in that it considers not just the presence of social ties and networks, but the
varying quality of the resources that are potentially available as a result of those ties. Carpiano
(2006:168) defined neighborhood social capital as, “actual or potential resources that are rooted in
neighborhood social networks.” This definition is in line with Bordieu’s (1986) conceptualization
and emphasizes the importance of resources as integral to social capital.
In his effort to construct a stronger model of the neighborhood social capital process on
health outcomes, Carpiano (2006) took the advice of Portes (1998) and separated the concept of
social capital out from its structural antecedents, its outcomes, and also from social cohesion. He
argued that, “Putnam’s theory (at least in terms of its core elements, social networks, trust, and
reciprocity – factors I classify as social cohesion) focuses on social processes antecedent to the
resources Bourdieu identifies as central in his own definition of social capital” (Carpiano
2006:168). This is consistent with the model of collective efficacy that I proposed in Chapter 1,
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where social cohesion is a fundamental part of the sociocultural milieu of the neighborhood that
serves as an important foundation for social capital. Carpiano (2006) also recognized that structural
characteristics of neighborhoods serve as antecedents to social capital, which is reflected in the
contextualized basis of my model. Further, Carpiano (2006) defined the outcomes as goals or
benefits for neighborhood network members or the neighborhood as a whole. Carpiano (2006) was
particularly focused on goals like health outcomes, whereas I focus on collective efficacy, action,
and neighborhood stability.
Carpiano’s (2006) model also conceptualized four “forms” of social capital: social support,
social leverage, informal social control, and neighborhood organization participation. “Social
support refers to a form of social capital that individuals can draw on to cope with daily problems”
(Carpiano 2006:170). Social capital operates as social support by providing informational,
emotional, instrumental, and appraisal support among neighborhood residents (Berkman et al.
2000; Carpiano 2006). Informational support includes access to advice, news, or other knowledge;
emotional support may include exchanges of love, friendship, care, sympathy, and understanding;
instrumental support refers to help, aid, or assistance with tangible needs; and appraisal support
includes help with decision-making and feedback (Berkman et al. 2000). Social capital in the form
of social leverage helps residents advance socioeconomically (Carpiano 2006). This may include
providing apprenticeships, job training, job referrals, education, or employment, and also includes
providing information on things like childcare and other opportunities that can be used to benefit
quality of life and social mobility (Carpiano 2006). Benefits accrued from social support and social
leverage are usually restricted to only those residents who are tied into social networks that provide
these resources, and may not benefit those individuals who are isolated from these social ties
(Carpiano 2006).
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A third form of social capital is informal social control (Carpiano 2006:170), which “refers
to the ability of residents to collectively maintain social order and keep the neighborhood safe from
criminal and delinquent activity.” Social capital serves as the basis for informal control because it
transmits norms which prescribe acting for the good of a collectivity rather than the good of an
individual (Coleman 1988; Portes 1998). Coleman suggested that (1988:S105) “effective norms
can constitute a powerful form of social capital…A community with strong and effective norms
about young persons’ behavior can keep them from ‘having a good time.’ Norms that make it
possible to walk alone at night also constrain the activities of criminals (and in some cases
noncriminals as well).” Consequently, social capital has been found to affect crime. As a latent
construct, social capital has a significant negative effect on homicide rates, net of other effects
(Rosenfeld et al. 2000). Messner et al. (2004) were careful to point out that social capital has
several dimensions and that those dimensions have varying relationships with crime rates. They
found that only social trust and social activism had significant associations with homicide rates,
however, social activism’s relationship was positive (Messner et al. 2004). Messner et al. (2004)
urged researchers to study different dimensions of social capital as well as its reciprocal effects
with crime. For example, rising crime rates have been linked to a decline in social capital and
social trust (Galea et al. 2002; Kennedy et al. 1998; Putnam 2000).
The fourth form of social capital is neighborhood organization participation which “focuses
on residents’ formally organized collective activity for addressing neighborhood issues” (Carpiano
2006:170). This may include membership in block clubs, civic association, and other local
organizations. This type of membership serves as a resource because the organizations contribute
to the improvement of quality of life in the neighborhood (Carpiano 2006). Additionally,
membership provides the benefits of socializing and being part of a group (Carpiano 2006). For
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example it can facilitate cohesion in the form of “bounded solidarity” for community members, or
a shared identity that emerges as a result of the recognition of common fate (Portes 1998). Bounded
solidarity is an important consequence of social capital because “Identification with one’s own
group, sect, or community, can be a powerful motivational force” (Portes 1998:8). Social capital
in the form of trust and solidarity does not require direct ties, but instead may arise from shared
group membership (Portes 1998). Last, high degrees of participation may result in a strong sense
of community empowerment (Carpiano 2006). While benefitting from social support and leverage
may require network membership, informal social control and community organization
participation can provide benefits to even those residents who do not participate or are not tied into
the operating networks (Carpiano 2006).
An important caveat to the discussion of social capital is that while it is often assumed to
be a positive and beneficial resource, research suggests that there may be negative consequences,
or a “dark side” to social capital as well (Coleman 1988; Portes 1998; Sampson et al. 1999;
Browning 2009). While social capital controls deviance, it may also limit and constrain innovation
(Coleman 1988), inhibit collective action (Granovetter 1973) transmit cynical norms (Sampson
and Jeglum-Bartusch 1998), facilitate exclusionary action (Sugrue 1996), or interfere with
informal social control (Patillo 1998; Patillo-McCoy 1999; Browning et al. 2004; Browning 2009).
For example, in her study of a black middle-class Chicago neighborhood, Pattillo-McCoy (1999)
found that the same strong ties that fostered positive interventions for youth also occasionally
fostered criminal organization among residents. Similarly, Browning (2009) found that as network
interactions and reciprocated exchange increased in urban neighborhoods, the regulatory effects
of collective efficacy decreased – likely due to the interdependence of criminals and conventional
residents. Additionally, while social capital may promote the common good, there are also ways
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that it may constrain it (Coleman 1988). In a review of the social capital literature, Portes (1998)
found that there are four ways that social capital may have negative consequences: exclusion of
outsiders, excess claims on group members, restrictions on individual freedoms, and downward
leveling norms. Sampson et al. (1999:636) characterized the racial exclusion practiced by
“defended” neighborhoods as a negative form of social capital and pointed out that “social capital
(and by implication, collective efficacy) has a valence depending on the goal in question.” Further,
some social capital may be more valuable than other, either in form or in quality of ties. For
example, weak ties that operate as “bridging” social capital may serve to facilitate social control
more efficiently that strong ties (Baumgartner 1988; Bellair 1997; Browning et al. 2004; Carr
2003). Additionally, Small (2009) argued that not just the composition of social networks, but the
contexts in which they exist may be the most important factor in determining outcomes. Therefore,
efficacy may depend on inter-organizational ties and resources that are more complex than just
those connected to wealth, such as those that are determined by powerful state and elite actors
(Small 2009). Small (2009:173) argued: “To the extent that a person’s social capital relies on
formal, not merely informal, ties or organizational, not just social, ties, the condition of the city
where the person is located may matter.” This is an important reminder to consider the context of
social capital and collective efficacy.
Neighborhood Social Capital and Collective Efficacy
How then is social capital distinct from collective efficacy? The presence of social capital
reflects the presence of network ties and strong social organization (Coleman 1988; Sampson et
al. 1999). Morenoff et al. (2001:521) argued that “collective efficacy may be seen as a logical
extension of systematically based social disorganization and social capital theory. The difference
is mainly one of emphasis.” Social capital theory emphasizes the resource potential of network
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ties, whereas collective efficacy emphasizes the activation of those resources (Morenoff et al.
2001; Sampson et al. 1999). Sampson et al. (1999:635) wrote that “The notion of collective
efficacy emphasizes residents’ sense of active engagement that is not well captured by the term
social capital.” Sampson et al. (1999:635) further distinguished collective efficacy from social
capital by arguing that “Although these two concepts have much in common, our distinction
differentiates the process of activating or converting social ties to achieve desired outcomes from
the ties themselves.” In other words, collective efficacy focuses on a community’s ability to use
social capital for its benefit in the face of challenges or tasks that need to be completed. The
importance of efficacy as a mechanism of activation has been shown in research that has found
that while social capital has a positive effect on collective efficacy in Chicago neighborhoods,
there is no direct effect of networks on homicide rates after controlling for neighborhood collective
efficacy (Morenoff et al. 2001).
A major critique of the contemporary social science literature on social capital is that “the
point is approaching at which social capital comes to be applied to so many events and in so many
different contexts as to lose any distinct meaning” (Portes 1998:2). A very similar critique has
been leveraged against the concept of collective efficacy (Hipp and Wo 2015). Collective efficacy
is often treated by researchers as a unitary phenomenon of neighborhoods rather than as a taskspecific construct (Hipp and Wo 2015). As Hipp and Wo (2015:172) pointed out, this tendency
diminishes “the conceptual richness of the construct, but it also increases the risk of allowing the
concept of collective efficacy to slide into a measure of ‘everything good’ about a neighborhood.”
In an effort to circumvent these problems, this chapter analyzes neighborhood social capital and
collective efficacy in Beverly, with attention to conceptual clarity and a particular focus on the
resources provided by the social ties that have an effect on neighborhood action.
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I draw on definitions from Carpiano (2006) and Woolcock (2010) and define neighborhood
social capital as resources inhered within neighborhood social networks that enable people to act
collectively. This definition considers not only the resource potential of ties, but the importance of
the structures they are embedded in, and also highlights their effectiveness in facilitating group
action. It is important to note that this definition is free from any assumptions about the nature of
the enabled collective action and therefore allows for analyses of group action that may have both
positive and negative consequences. Defining neighborhood social capital in this way also
positions it well within the conceptual framework of collective efficacy, whereby social capital
serves as a resource that can be activated for the purposes of neighborhood collective action.
Neighborhood Networks in Beverly
I begin by providing context and description of the kinds of social ties and networks that
are present in Beverly. Social ties are distinct from social capital, but in order to gain a full
understanding of the resource potential of neighborhood social capital, it is necessary to consider
the structure and setting of the available social ties. Residents of Beverly are rich in social ties
from a number of sources. Below I discuss three types of social networks that are prevalent in
Beverly: family ties, familial and neighboring ties, and organizational and institutional ties.
Family Ties
Beverly was often described to me as a “very family-friendly” neighborhood. Not only do
many people in the neighborhood have children, but multi-generational families are also a common
occurrence in Beverly. A large number of residents in Beverly come from families who have multigenerational roots in the neighborhood. It is not unusual, especially among white residents, to have
parents, grandparents, siblings, aunts, uncles, or first-, second-, and/or third-cousins who live in
the neighborhood. Beyond having family in the neighborhood, a large number of residents, both

112
white and black, have strong familial ties in close proximity to the neighborhood. All of the
residents that I spoke to who had been raised in the neighborhood cited being close to family as
their main motivation for moving back and even some first-time residents followed family who
had moved into the neighborhood. Many of these residents had young children of their own or
were planning on starting families in the near future and viewed proximity to family members as
a strong source of support.
Families tend to cluster into Beverly for several practical reasons. The residency rule draws
many people into the neighborhood as do the desirable housing, property, and schooling
conditions. The affordability of homes with large lots relative to other places in the city are a draw
for all kinds of residents. In some cases, parents or grandparents who have aged out of large homes
pass them on to children or other family members. In the current economy which often requires
both parents to work, many people rely on relatives to help care for their children. Additionally,
the neighborhood is exceedingly family-oriented and child-friendly, so much so that single
residents and those without children often reported to me feeling less personally connected to the
community than their counterparts with children. There are other more sentimental reasons that
families stay in or move back to Beverly. Many residents have very fond memories of being raised
in close proximity to numerous family members, and seek out a similar experience for their
children. Additionally, the cultural influences of Irish-Catholic families persist in the
neighborhood, and where in the past large nuclear families were a by-product of religious beliefs
that encouraged child-bearing and forbade the use of birth control, today families of three or more
children are less common but not altogether rare in the neighborhood.
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Friendship and Neighboring Ties
Due to the deep and long-running familial ties of many of Beverly’s residents and the low
residential turnover, ties in the form of friendships are prevalent as well. For residents who have
returned to Beverly, they frequently move onto blocks where they are already acquainted with
some of their neighbors. In many cases, they live houses away from childhood friends so that even
young couples can have ties to neighbors that span 20 years. This cohesion fosters tighter
relationships between neighbors who do not yet know each other, as common social ties facilitate
introductions. As a result, new residents who do not know anyone on the block can be quickly
brought up to speed by residents whose deep-running social ties provide a wide degree of
neighborhood knowledge and a fairly intimate familiarity of other residents. For example, block
parties are frequent occurrences in Beverly and serve as a means of orienting new residents to
social dynamics on the block. This has the potential to tie in newcomers very quickly and facilitates
a high degree of social cohesion.
Organizational and Institutional Ties
Residents of Beverly have a wealth of beneficial organizational and institutional ties by
virtue of their relatively high socioeconomic status, high education levels, and the presence of
residents who hold prominent roles and positions of power in institutions both inside and outside
of the neighborhood. Among Beverly’s residents are many high status workers such as doctors,
nurses, lawyers, judges, college professors, reporters, artists, politicians, investment bankers,
business owners, and executives. The relationships and networks that result from these types of
jobs are embedded in highly respected, well-resourced institutions and settings, offering a rich
foundation for social capital. Due to Chicago’s residency rule, which requires city employees to
live in the city limits, a large number of Beverly’s residents have jobs as public school teachers,
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police officers, firefighters, streets and sanitation workers, electricians, and work for a number of
other city agencies and departments as well. City jobs provide ties to the people and organizations
that are integral in providing city services and connections to powerful actors and decision-makers
outside of the neighborhood.
In addition to residents benefitting from organizational ties via their employment, residents
may also foster institutional and organizational ties via voluntary membership in groups, clubs,
and associations. Beverly measures very high in organizational density (Sampson 2012). There are
numerous civic organizations, clubs, interest groups, and neighborhood Facebook pages that
provide a setting for tie formation between residents. Residents also form ties by participating on
boards or in programs sponsored by neighborhood institutions like schools, churches, the park
district, the art center, and the city community policing effort. The availability of these
organizations serves to facilitate residents’ ability to form new place-based ties in the
neighborhood. These ties may supplement existing networks but also are integral in linking and
bridging residents who may not otherwise have familial or friendship ties to the community.
Neighborhood Social Capital in Beverly
Inhered within the social ties described above, are resources that can be activated for the
benefit of the neighborhood. I use Carpiano’s (2006) four forms of social capital – social support,
social leverage, informal social control, and neighborhood organization participation – as a
framework for describing how social networks provide resources that are activated to benefit
residents and the neighborhood at large. It is important to remember that while these four forms
are analytically useful, social capital does not always neatly fit into only one category. Rather,
there is a great deal of overlap between forms of social capital and resources may fit into multiple
categories, or work in tandem to influence neighborhood outcomes.
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Social Support
Social support reflects the informational, emotional, instrumental, and appraisal assistance
that residents provide for one another. Carpiano (2006) argued that this type of social capital may
only benefit residents who are integrated into the neighborhood social networks that are inhered
with the resources; however, I find that in Beverly, high cohesion and strong group identity among
Beverly’s residents help to spread social support across a wide swath of residents, even when ties
are weak. Social support is, of course, personally helpful to individual residents, but it also serves
to provide improved quality of life and a basis for strong attachment to neighbors, places, and
institutions (Berkman et al. 2000), contributing to collective efficacy and facilitating collective
action.
Residents often detailed to me stories of how they received social support through their
relationships with other residents in the neighborhood. While many residents greatly benefited
from social support provided by family members in the neighborhood, perhaps more importantly,
many residents also exchanged social support with friends and neighbors as well. For example,
during one of my interviews at a local coffee shop, a friend of the woman who I was interviewing
stopped in to get coffee and briefly exchanged pleasantries with us. Before he left, he stopped by
our table again and asked the respondent if she had the day off, and whether she could give another
man a ride that day. After their conversation, the interviewee explained to me, “We have a mutual
friend who is on dialysis and about five of us take turns getting him to and from his appointments.”
This was not the only instance when I observed social support between neighbors. For example,
Red, a 79 year old white man who lived alone, described a very close relationship with several of
his neighbors, detailing how they provided him with instrumental support.
Red: [One neighbor] uses my tools, I use his tools. I use [another neighbor] for everything!
[Laughs]. We put the windows in the house. He did the work when I re-did the kitchen. He
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does this and that. He’s the only person that I know that has a key to my house. My sister
and my nieces and nephews don’t have a key!
Later during my fieldwork, when Red suffered a stroke, one of his neighbors brought him to the
hospital and following his release, helped him secure a room in a rehab facility. Later, when he
returned home, neighbors frequently checked in on Red and brought him meals until he was feeling
well enough to take care of himself more independently. Other residents also often described to
me many instances of the exchange of care and instrumental support (without compensation, of
course) in the neighborhood, for example: checking in on neighbors; providing meals,
transportation, childcare, or petcare; doing yardwork for sick or elderly neighbors or maintaining
yards of vacant properties; and lending one another items or money.
Appraisal and emotional support are also valuable forms of social capital present in the
neighborhood. Appraisal support takes place between residents when they provide advice or help
with decision-making for one another. This type of support was particularly visible on the message
boards of neighborhood Facebook groups, where members often asked for advice on a range of
topics, as well as for recommendations and referrals for local services, businesses, restaurants, and
more. Emotional support was often provided between small groups of neighbors, but also in the
wide attendance of events such as charitable benefits. It is not uncommon in Beverly that when a
family is afflicted with an untimely illness or death that results in high financial costs, a benefit
will be held to raise money for the family. This is a source of instrumental support, but also the
strong attendance of benefits also provides emotional support for community members who are
undergoing hardship. The ubiquity of benefits, which are often advertised on posters and fliers in
neighborhood establishments, signals a community norm of providing social support to other
neighbors.
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Social capital in the form of social support is not only beneficial to individual residents,
but provides other residents who participate in the support, or who are merely aware of it, with a
strong sense of cohesion and security, as well as signals a norm of undertaking action for the
common good of residents and the community. This norm bolsters collective efficacy and provides
a strong basis for community-focused collective action.
Social Leverage
Social leverage is a form of capital that serves to provide beneficiaries with social mobility,
improved quality of life, or minimize socioeconomic hardship (Carpiano 2006). Social leverage
may provide benefits to individual residents but I argue that it can also be understood to benefit
the conditions and status of the neighborhood. Residents told me about sharing job opportunities,
providing employment, training, or education to other residents, or offering and receiving pertinent
or useful information. In an observed example of social leverage, I stood on the sidewalk talking
with Jill, a neighborhood resident, when one of her neighbors, Carolyn, came walking down the
sidewalk with her two children. Jill, a nursing professor, asked Carolyn how her job as a nurse at
a nearby hospital was going and the two discussed work for a while. Carolyn casually mentioned
that she would love to teach one day as well. Jill told Carolyn that if she was interested in becoming
involved in nurse education, she was in need of more clinical preceptors in nearby hospitals.
Carolyn responded with excitement, and the two discussed the opportunity further, with Jill taking
down Carolyn’s email and promising to contact her with more information when she was in her
office. After Carolyn left, Jill explained to me that she had known Carolyn since she was a little
girl and that she would be a great fit for the position that Roxanne was hoping to fill. In this
example, Carolyn was provided with a job opportunity and career advancement by virtue of her
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relationship with a neighbor. This is a clear example of how neighborhood ties serve as social
leverage for some residents.
Another way that social leverage serves as a resource is when residents use their social
status, which includes their employment, education, or relationships with institutions, to improve
conditions or quality of life in the neighborhood. Beverly’s residents were particularly adept on
drawing on the “human resources” already present in the neighborhood to meet goals and
objectives. Below, I include an excerpt from my field notes taken during a Beverly Area Planning
Association (BAPA) meeting held in 2016. This meeting was focused on revitalizing local civic
organizations and also on introducing residents to BAPA’s newly hired community organizer,
Mary Jo. During the meeting, the community organizer and other civic association leaders
discussed strategies for using the time and efforts of residents as social leverage for the
neighborhood.
Mary Jo said that her goal is to make neighborhood events fresh and fun and that BAPA is
always looking for new ideas that would be fun and that they were open to suggestions.
She adds that if there is something neat you saw in a different neighborhood, or any good
idea that you might have, to just let them know. She tells us about two upcoming events –
Food Truck Fridays and Bikes and Brews, adding that the proceeds from the latter will
benefit the beautification of the 107th street area up the hill on Longwood, similar to the
improvements made at 103rd street the year before. Mary Jo then moves on to let some
residents discuss some major projects going on in the neighborhood.
Joe, the new president of the West Beverly Civic Association, speaks first. Joe tells us that
he is a landscape architect and discusses a plan to add perennial plants to the corners in
the neighborhood that now have bare spots of grass and/or rocks. He wants to put together
four different combinations of perennials for neighbors to choose from and then blocks can
come together to plant these and beautify the neighborhood.
Next, Josh who is a member of the BAPA board, discussed a proposed Western Avenue
Business Clean and Green. He begins by saying, “We know the city is broke but that
doesn’t mean that we can’t do some grass roots stuff to improve things around here.” He
talks about Western Avenue beautification, noting that there are many businesses and
storefronts that could look better. His plan is to begin by targeting a couple of businesses
and asking, “How can we help you?” He proposes improving with paint, wood, metal -
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whatever it takes to clean it up in an effort to reduce eyesores. He hopes to start this
summer.
Mary Jo agrees that the curb appeal for a lot of businesses is bad, which reduces patronage
of the business as well as the interest of new businesses from moving into the area. She
adds, “If we can freshen up a few places, we will attract business and maybe new
businesses. We have limited resources so we are hoping to draw on local volunteers.” She
and Josh both tell us that we have a lot of talented and skilled people in the neighborhood
who have a lot to offer through volunteering, and if we draw on those resources we can
make a lot of improvements without having to rely on city money. Josh notes that there is
a lot of new potential to attract business with the new Plaza shopping center being built
and ends by saying, “Let’s clean up as much as we can with the human resources that we
have in the neighborhood.”
Josh adds that the purpose of getting people involved in civic associations is that you are
a voice. When you are just one person, he says, no one listens, but when you have 100, 200,
or 300 people together, then you become hard to ignore. Mary Jo agrees, recommending
that the civic associations may want to start with a few visible projects that everyone can
relate to and the success from these will instill a sense of pride, then people will say, “Okay,
we can do this!” She adds, “There is nothing more important than groups of voices.”
One man in attendance brings up the Wendy’s at 99th and Western, saying that he is
unhappy with its condition. Josh agrees, saying that it seems that every Wendy’s has been
updated but that one. Mary Jo suggests starting a petition, maybe taking some pictures and
using them to, “I hate to say it but shame them a little.” She says to the man who brought
it up, if that is something that you want to start, that would be great. She adds, “One thing
northsiders are good at is that they ‘squawk a lot’ and they get what they want – we need
to do that too.”
Mary Jo then brings up the Chicago Park District Advisory Council. She notes that Ridge
Park does not have an advisory council and that she has done a little research and all of
the parks that get facilities and resources have these boards. She says that she would like
to start a board consisting of people with a passion for Ridge Park. She asks Jim, a Beverly
Review reporter in attendance, to tell us about his recent column in the paper about Ridge
Park. Jim tells us how the fieldhouse at Ridge Park is flooded with memories and how “we
need to get behind this wonderful resource. We need to do it ourselves.” Mary Jo agrees,
adding that the building is so beautiful and that “we just need to get it back.” She adds
that it houses the Vanderpoel Art Gallery and it’s a shame that the fieldhouse has a leaky
roof! Jim asks whether the alderman knows about her idea to form the advisory council.
Mary Jo says no, that she feels as though it’s a community thing that we need to do as
residents and once the board is organized, we’ll let him know.
It is then Roberta’s turn to discuss a plan to upgrade the Metra stations. She begins by
admitting this is likely a multi-decade project. She discusses the “very preliminary” plan
for the restoration of landmarked Metra train depots. There is an upcoming BAPA meeting
with Metra. Roberta believes the station needs modern security systems and more
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surveillance, however, Metra has no money and “we were told improvements would have
to be funded locally.” The 111th and 115th stations are landmarked and she is looking for
ideas to raise money. They are meeting to discuss the incorporation of a non-profit (501c3)
or look for grants.
There is then some discussion and suggestions by residents regarding the Metra stations.
One man suggests asking Metra about union contracts and apprenticeships that may be
available through the unions as a source for the repair of the stations. Another person
notes that as the area is a historic district, perhaps the Ridge Beverly Historic Society may
be of some help. Another man suggests that Walsh Construction Company (the Walsh
family hails from the neighborhood and they have been generous benefactors on many
other projects) may be interested in helping, and that we can attempt to draw on other
neighborhood resources as volunteers. Mary Jo notes that a local resident is on the city’s
board of historic landmarks. Another resident asks, “If the stations are empty, what is the
incentive to improve and maintain them?” No one buys tickets anymore, she adds.
Residents then discuss whether BAPA can work to bring vendors back into the station in
an effort to use them and perhaps incentivize improvement.
Mary Jo ties together the discussion by saying the main point of all of these proposed
projects is that “We can’t wait for government money which may never come, we have to
do it on our own.”
The residents at the planning session worked together to look for ways that they could activate the
resources inhered within their social ties, and turn them into tangible outcomes for the
neighborhood. Of course it is extremely important to recognize the role that socioeconomic status
plays in facilitating this exchange. Residents of other neighborhoods may not necessarily be any
less willing to provide social leverage than are the residents of Beverly, but they may be less able
to if they do not have access to resourceful employment, organizations, institutions, and positions
of power.
Neighborhood Organization Participation
Participation in neighborhood organizations serves as an extremely useful form of social
capital that is closely linked to the ability of residents to act collectively. As could be seen in the
example provided above, as well as the ones that I will detail below, organizations serve as a site
of planning, connecting, and forming valuable social ties. Neighborhood organizations can also
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provide guidance in activating those ties to provide resources like social support, social leverage,
or informal social control. Below I will discuss two ways that neighborhood social organizations
serve as a form of social capital: how local organizations foster collective efficacy and action
through bolstering place-based social capital, and how individual residents may use organizational
participation to serve as a resource to their neighbors and to the community more generally.
BAPA, Civic Organizations, and the SCDC.
In his discussion of community social capital Putnam (2000) distinguished between placebased and function-based capital. Place-based capital is characterized by tight, community-based
networks, with long histories and multiple objectives (Putnam 2000). Conversely, function-based
capital is characterized by ad hoc, single-purpose, and temporary organization (Putnam 2000).
Putnam (2000:184) argued that the disappearance of place-based capital and its replacement with
task-specific interest groups is contributing to the erosion of social capital in America because it
has resulted in the withdrawal “from those networks of reciprocity that once constituted our
communities.” Putnam’s (2000) conceptualization of social capital has been critiqued for
conflating social ties with social capital (Carpiano 2006; Portes 1998), but his notion of placebased capital may still helpful with a little further refining. I use the term place-based social capital
to describe the resources which are attributable to local ties. Place-based social capital is
particularly useful in promoting neighborhood efficacy because it highlights how resources are
gleaned from neighborhood ties, promoting place attachment and bounded solidarity – important
foundations for efficacy and action.
Neighborhood organizations serve as key facilitators of place-based capital. For example
in Beverly, the Beverly Area Planning Association has been an integral source of place-based
capital. As was discussed in Chapter 3, BAPA’s presence in Beverly dates back to 1947, but they
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solidified their presence as a neighborhood institution when they took on fair housing and
integration in the 1970s. Today, BAPA states as its motto and mission:
BAPA’s motto is Love Where You Live. Our mission is to sustain and enhance our safe,
culturally diverse community. We do that with proactive, effective programs that unify
residents, institutions and businesses around the common cause of nurturing Chicago’s best
neighborhood (BAPA 2018a).
Comprehensive neighborhood organizations like BAPA are rare in Chicago. As Grace, the
Assistant Director of BAPA told me:
Grace: If there is something else like BAPA in the city, I don’t know that I know it. I can
kind of see if all of the sudden something sparks, but I’ve seen and what we’ve been
associated with, because we do try to work with a lot of other city organizations or because
we have certain grants, we meet with other organizations that have similar CAPS grants or
economic development grants or whatever. But what I usually see is that you have an
organization that will deal with housing preservation and another organization that does
your chamber of commerce work and another organization that maybe works on
community safety. So I don’t see other organizations that really do as much comprehensive
work as BAPA.
In working toward their “common cause of nurturing Chicago’s best neighborhood”, BAPA
converts social ties into neighborhood benefits by identifying useful relationships and activating
them into tangible resources. For example, BAPA has worked hard to advance relationships
beyond just insular friendship, kin, or membership networks and into a source of community
cohesion and pride, where people bond over joint membership in the neighborhood, rather than
just as, for example, members of smaller racial or religious groups. This can be seen in BAPA’s
sensitivity for promoting the social integration of the neighborhood across racial divides. Grace
described some of BAPA’s past initiatives in this regard:
Grace: For people who were uneasy about the integration, there were actually meetings
that were held [by BAPA] where people could talk about it or people could meet their new
African-American neighbors. There was a Human Relations Council that BAPA supported.
BAPA supported orientations at Morgan Park High School and helped get volunteers for
that. Every fall a whole group of people would go in there, black and white, from area
churches and civic organizations and basically just do programs to make sure that the white
kids and the black kids were all getting along and socializing and not just integrating
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because they’re all there but integrating because they’re doing programs together and
getting to know each other and understanding each other.
BAPA’s leadership sees neighborliness as an important foundation for place-based social support.
They encourage neighbors to reach out to one another even when, and especially when, they cannot
rely on their existing ties to get to know one another. BAPA encourages residents to “be a good
neighbor” going so far as to distribute a handout with tips on neighborhood etiquette, which
includes, saying “hello”, dealing directly with neighbors regarding disputes rather than calling
police, and making an extra effort to stay on friendly terms with all neighbors, even those with
whom you may have misunderstandings. Not only do efforts to be neighborly strengthen ties and
social cohesion in the neighborhood, but BAPA also emphasizes avoiding the kinds of behaviors
that may create divisions in that cohesion.
BAPA also works to coordinate neighborhood ties into place-based social leverage. They
do so by identifying resources in the neighborhood and creating or pulling together ties to activate
those resources. This is done by having a strong familiarity with neighborhood residents, including
both their members and non-members, in order to stay aware of ties which may be useful within
neighborhood networks. Additionally, BAPA connects residents in the neighborhood with local
businesses and services, which can be seen in Grace’s description of BAPA’s work below.
Grace: So BAPA started doing all of these community-building events and then it was
pretty natural that they just needed more of a communications tool…And so by the time I
joined the BAPA staff, The Villager had really become a really important communications
tool in the neighborhood. And there was a senior program. BAPA had stepped in and was
doing all of these things that there were needs for. It was really important for neighborhood
seniors to feel safe and to feel like they could stay in their homes, so to do that, a volunteer
came in and basically designed and ran a program for seniors and what she did was she
would work with the Meals on Wheels people and then connect up residents who needed
that program to the agencies that were providing it. She would bring in people to help you
sign up for AARP or people to help you do your taxes. BAPA started doing a referral
program, which we still do, a trades referral program. So that people knew that they could
call on BAPA, they could get a referral to a carpenter or a painter or a roofer and they were
going to get a good job done, that this was going to be a neighborhood person and then
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they could feel secure in doing that. And it helped them feel…the importance of
maintaining their home was one of the messages that was telegraphed in that, but also the
fact that the community was working together to help you do it. And this infrastructure was
here for you. Back in the day, they also had a service where kids could sign up to shovel
snow and cut lawns, but we have a litigious society now so we don’t do that anymore
[laughter]…And the other thing was the programs to help local businesses so actually back
in the day, before a lot of this stuff was more available, BAPA helped entrepreneurs
develop business plans and connected them to area accountants. Obviously you can see
this trend that what BAPA did was basically had a ‘you can find it in the neighborhood’
kind of sensibility. So they kept everybody here realizing that what you need is here.
In addition to connecting individual residents with services, BAPA maintains organizational
relationships with other neighborhood and city agencies. BAPA works closely with the alderman’s
office, the Chicago police department, streets and sanitation department, and a multitude of other
city and state agencies. They serve to coordinate services and partnerships across organizations in
the community. They also obtain funding and grants for neighborhood improvement projects, as
well as assist other neighborhood groups in finding and applying for grants.
Neighborhood civic organizations are another way that residents generate resources
through channeling their social ties into working relationships. The Beverly/Morgan Park area
features 13 different civic or homeowners’ organizations with defined territories (see Figure 21
below) who also serve a very important role in fostering ties on the level of block clusters. BAPA
works to support these civic organizations in a number of ways, such as by providing them with
meeting space, access to grants, helping them to coordinate events, and publishing their news and
notes in BAPA’s monthly newsletter. On its website, BAPA stresses the importance of the role of
neighborhood civic organizations.
A great community doesn’t just happen! Neighbors work together in every corner of our
community to make sure little problems don’t turn into big ones. BAPA can help you get
involved in your association. We work with our homeowner/civic associations to identify
and respond to issues that impact the quality of life in each area of the community. By
networking with neighbors and bringing their concerns to BAPA for assistance from its
knowledgeable staff, a lot gets done. No one cares about your corner of the
neighborhood the way you do. No one recognizes the problems as quickly or is as
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concerned about getting little problems solved before they become big ones (emphasis in
original) (BAPA 2018b).

Figure 21. Beverly-Morgan Park Civic Associations
Image Source: BAPA (2018b)

Neighborhood civic organizations take on several improvement and community-building
initiatives in Beverly, for example, beautification and greening projects, neighborhood garage
sales, trick or treating events, Easter egg hunts, holiday lights contests, block parties, meet and
greets, and happy hours. In many cases, civic organizations take direct collective action to address
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and respond to neighborhood problems. For example, civic organizations have lobbied the
alderman’s office to close “problem businesses” or have drawn residents together to make repairs
or beautify local public spaces. Civic organizations’ many community-building events serve to
foster place-based ties by making sure that residents meet one another and at the very least have a
familiarity and awareness with other people who live nearby. This is integral in providing a
baseline level of trust and cohesion among neighbors that facilitates a more ready willingness to
act in response to neighborhood issues or to participate in networks of reciprocal exchange in the
neighborhood.
A third example of an organization that has done important work to generate place-based
social capital in Beverly is the Southwest Chicago Diversity Collaborative (SCDC). The group
began on Facebook in 2014, in response to instances of racism in the neighborhood – namely a
local bar owner cutting short a blues band’s performance and shutting down the bar early stating
that there were “too many black people” in the bar (Ford, DNAInfo, February, 26 2014). The group
grew to nearly 500 members with the mission of advocating “for racial, educational and economic
justice,” supporting “people of color, immigrants and LGBTQ communities through direct action
and open dialogue,” and fighting “for respect, inclusivity, and systemic change in and around
Chicago’s 19th Ward” (SCDC 2018). The SCDC hosts monthly meetings, monthly happy hours, a
reading club, and coordinates participation in local events, rallies, and protests. They also directly
respond to incidents of hate and bias by providing social support for victims, speaking with the
media, organizing fundraisers, and lobbying authorities for change. By providing a forum for
residents who actively advocate for inclusion and equality, the SCDC counteracts the potential
pitfalls of insular racial bonding networks by creating place-based ties that promote trust and
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bridging differences. These ties are then activated in response to incidents of hate and bias and to
promote positive and proactive events and changes within the neighborhood.
Instrumental Individuals.
While organized groups of residents have proven to be very effective catalysts for action
in Beverly, there are also a number of instrumental individuals who work across organizations or
on their own and are integral to activating ties among their neighbors. During my time in the field,
some individuals became familiar faces who I would run into again and again across neighborhood
events and meetings. I will briefly profile three of them, in order to illustrate how instrumental
individuals activate ties and impact efficacy.
Connie.
Connie was an African-American woman and a retired educator and businesswoman. She
was a lifelong resident of the south side but had only recently moved into the neighborhood to live
with her daughter when we met. She had been educated at DePaul University and the University
of Chicago, and was well connected both politically and socially in Chicago’s south side
neighborhoods like Morgan Park, Roseland, and Pullman where she had been an active resident
for most of her life. Connie had experience working on a number of different community projects,
such as an effort to get regular water quality testing of the Cal-Sag River which ran south of her
previous neighborhood, working for healthcare improvements for the people of Altgeld Gardens
(many of whom suffered from lung and skin problems because the area had been built on a
landfill), her career working in education and improving failing schools, her volunteer work for
CAPS, and her work helping neighbors access the resources they needed in times of economic
difficulty. After her move to Beverly, Connie immediately began looking for ways to become
involved in the community and was a regular CAPS beat meeting attendee (where I met her) and
a volunteer reading specialist at one of the neighborhood public schools three days a week. When
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she moved into her daughter’s home on a block in Central Beverly, she felt that her neighbors did
not seem to know each other and so she created a neighborhood newsletter, which she distributed
into mailboxes on the block. The newsletter shared her contact information and any pertinent news
that she had learned through other residents or at community meetings that she had attended. She
felt that this had been a very successful effort in improving ties on her block and suggested at the
beat meetings that other residents may also want to try this if they felt that their blocks were lacking
in communication and familiarity. Despite her short tenure in the neighborhood, Connie was an
active member of the community who drew on her vast experience in cultivating and activating
ties to continue to do so in Beverly. She knew that simple strategies, such as keeping channels of
communication open, were integral to building cohesion and trust in her neighborhood.
Scott.
Scott was a white man in his 30s and an extremely active neighborhood resident. Scott was
in attendance at most of the community meetings that I attended, a member of 19th Ward Parents
United – a neighborhood public education advocacy group, a founding board member of the
Southwest Chicago Diversity Collaborative, a board member of BAPA, and organized a popular
South Side reading series that featured work about or by south side writers. Scott wrote a blog
focused on Chicago communities and politics and is well connected through bonding and bridging
ties within the neighborhood and across the city. Other people I met in the neighborhood frequently
would refer to Scott in detailing various aspects of community building and organization, which
is not surprising consider how highly engaged he is in the Beverly/Morgan Park neighborhood.
People like Scott work across various organizations and venues and serve as important sources of
bridging capital by tying work in each of these areas together. Additionally, because he is so welltied into the resource potential of the neighborhood, he serves as a strong source of neighborhood
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capital for his friends and other community residents. Other residents knew that if they had an
issue or question, Scott would be a good person to contact for ideas on how to solve or address
local problems. In this way, Scott is an example of an instrumental individual whose serves as an
access point into networks of neighborhood capital and additionally, helps to activate ties among
other residents as well.
Roberta.
Roberta is a white woman and a retired attorney. Roberta was also a regular fixture at most
of the community meetings that I attended and served as the CAPS beat facilitator for her local
beat meetings and an active member of the Beverly Improvement Association. She was active in
organizing residents in response to neighborhood issues, for example, to discuss the opening of an
unwanted business on 95th street, or in participating in neighborhood social events. Roberta was
very enthusiastic and active, and prioritized the dissemination of information to her fellow
residents. She ran an email list of all of the residents on her beat, and she regularly sent out
important information such as neighborhood news, crime alerts, or announced events. She took
great care to make sure to help her neighbors find answers to any questions that they might have
involving their homes and their neighborhood. For example, she shared with me that when she
learned about the city policy on raising chickens, “I sent everyone around who had an interest a
picture of a homemade chicken coop. Did you know that you can raise chickens in the 19th ward?
In the city of Chicago!” Toward the end of my fieldwork, Roberta took a position as the Property
Preservation Coordinator at BAPA. Similarly to Connie and Scott, Roberta leverages her own
personal stocks of capital into guiding and channeling the resources among her fellow residents
across her participation in several different community groups.
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Specialized Residents.
Certainly the instrumental individuals are neighborhood all-stars, and there are many others
in addition to the three profiled above who are integral to the success of the neighborhood. While
these individuals are particularly adept and proficient at activating social ties, most people cannot
achieve this level of participation, for a multitude of reasons. A larger number of residents are
active in a single capacity. For example, the beat meetings all had a regular set of attendees. While
it could appear at the outset that participation is low when considering the amount of residents in
the neighborhood and the very few who regularly attended these meetings, an alternative way of
viewing this is that these people serve as important bridging ties in their capacity as beat meeting
attendees. They can share important information that they learn at the meetings with others on their
block or in their networks, and can relay information back from their neighbors at the meetings.
This is true for residents who may only be active in their church, on their local school committee,
in one civic organization, or on one volunteer committee, for example. So long as there is enough
familiarity among residents that people have an awareness of which of their neighbors is active
and in what capacity, they can draw on their ties to that person when necessary. The work of BAPA
and other civic organizations, as well as the work of smaller groups of residents who recognize the
need for this kind of familiarity, have been integral and very successful in linking residents with
other residents who serve as resources for the community.
Informal Social Control
Informal social control is a resource that results from the effective transmission of proneighborhood norms through neighborhood social networks. Informal social control reflects the
ability of a neighborhood’s residents to maintain social order, and is often used in reference to
crime and safety, but also includes conformity with a broader set of neighborhood norms.
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Residents of Beverly use their social networks to monitor, transmit, and enforce norms of social
order in the neighborhood. I will extensively discuss informal social control in both Chapters 5
and 6, but for the purposes of this chapter, I provide examples below of how residents draw on
their social networks to transmit and enforce norms.
As I discussed above in the section on BAPA, neighborliness is a neighborhood norm that
is promoted by most of the neighborhood organizations and clubs. All of the residents who I came
across during my fieldwork discussed the close relationships between neighbors as a positive
aspect of life in Beverly, and most directly connected it with residents’ ability to impart informal
social control over neighborhood happenings. For example, one resident told me:
Roxanne: But I think that we’re probably also pretty aware of things. If I saw anything
suspicious going on at my neighbor’s house, I would immediately be on the phone. So I
think also we’re aware, we just have each other’s back. We know what’s normal and what’s
not normal. Where maybe if I lived somewhere else where I didn’t have these strong
connections with the people that I live around, I might not know that somebody going into
their home is not a relative. But I pretty much know everybody. So I know if somebody
unusual is on their porch, I’m watching that.
Because Roxanne was so familiar with the people who were part of the ordinary comings and
goings of her neighborhood, she was better able to readily surveil and monitor any potentially
suspicious behavior by people that she did not recognize. In another example, a resident shares
how a “sense of community” amongst his neighbors helps him to enact informal social control and
provides him with more confidence about intervening in troublesome scenarios.
Resident: Well part of this goes back to that sense of community, right? Like would I
intervene with kids that I had never seen before? Maybe not. But I make it a point that
when I see kids who live on my block, even the troublemakers, a head nod, a “Hey, what’s
up?” That kind of thing. Just an acknowledgement, like, I see you. I know where you live,
you know where I live, we all live here. That kind of thing. One such kid showed up to the
block party at one point…
JK: You mean like a troublemaker type kid?
Resident: Yeah, yeah. Which is fine. Until it wasn’t. Until like he started kicking down –
the story goes he knocked some other kid down who was riding his bike. A significantly
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younger kid. That kid cried and told his mom. Probably he was scared because this little
kid knows that the kid who maybe knocked him down or whatever happened, is the
troublemaker. The parents are a little bit of alarmists. So all of the sudden, the situation got
probably bigger than it needed to be. Regardless, it was our block party, he doesn’t live on
the block. So I just asked him to go home. This escalated significantly into, [yelling] “This
is a public street! I can go wherever I want!”
JK: How old was he?
Resident: Uh, I think he was like 14 at this time. No, he was maybe 12 and the kid he
knocked down was maybe 6. Okay? And this kid does not come from the greatest home,
I’ll tell ya. I feel sorry for him to be honest. But in that instance, whether you feel sorry for
him or not, you can’t knock down kids and you can’t scare kids who live on the block
whose block party they were invited to and you don’t live on the block. So basically I told
him, “You gotta go, this is our block party. You don’t live on the block.” “I can go
anywhere! It’s a public street!” I’m like, “It is, but it’s our block party, so if you want to
have your own block party, you can do that. But this is our block party, so you gotta go.” I
mean it helps that there are police and firemen who live on my block, not that any of them
were even in that vicinity. But he knows that and I know that. It’s an unsaid thing that
everybody knows.
JK: So that being said, you said with kids who are unfamiliar, maybe not as comfortable,
but it sounds like you have a good sense of familiarity with most of the kids that you run
into.
Resident: Yeah. Well and the other thing is that I work from home. And I work out of the
front window of my house. We have, not like a bay window, but a couple of big windows
and I sit in a recliner all day and work so I see who is coming and going on the block. I
know the kids who live around. I also have young kids, right? So my kids play with kids
on the block. So I’m pretty plugged into what is going on on my block.
Norm enforcement in the neighborhood also can be seen through the actions of parents
who hold their children accountable to neighbors and other residents when they misbehave. One
resident shared a somewhat humorous story about what happened after she found several children
who lived on her block removing decorative marbles from her back porch. She made plans with
the little culprits to help her re-glue the marbles back onto the porch on another day, and sent them
back to play, but a few minutes later, her doorbell rang.
Resident: Then the doorbell brigade began. Not ten minutes later did the first girl’s mom
come by. She was like, “I can’t believe she took marbles from your house!” I was like,
“Yeah, but we talked, she apologized. We talked and we’re going to fix it on
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Saturday.”…She said, “Was it like a bag of marbles or something?” And I said, “Oh no!
They were affixed to my house with hot glue.” “What!?” So I took her around to see and
she’s like, “Oh my god! We have a glue gun. Do you want me to just come and do it?” I
said, “No. I think it’s important that they help me do it.” “Okay. That’s it, you’re not
playing outside anymore today!” They go home. Ten minutes later, ding dong. It’s the mom
from across the street. “Tell her! Tell her that you’re sorry!” So she’s got the girl in the
yellow, plus her own daughter, plus her son, who has not been implicated in the crime. So
the son has got a slurpee and he’s like [sucking on the slurpee, looking clueless]. He’s so
cute! He’s like, “I am not in this.” So this daughter, she’s a little bit like a rock and roll so
she’s like, “I’m sorry.” “That’s not how you say it!” So we have that for like five minutes,
a back and forth….And then the mom’s like, “I told them, you don’t take a toy off
someone’s porch, you don’t take a bag of marbles off someone’s porch!” And I said, “Just
to be clear, it wasn’t a bag of marbles, it was like decorative marbles from a wall that they
were glued on.” “What!? Let me see.” We get back there. “Oh my god! I’ll be back to help
fix it on Saturday.” “You don’t have to!” She says, “No more playing for you!” I’m
thinking, the other girl’s mom just had twins. She is not walking down the street. I go back
upstairs. Ding dong. It’s the girl’s dad! “Tell her, tell her you’re sorry.” Now she has
already apologized twice with the other two moms. She’s like, “I’m sorry.” “No, you look
at her in the face!” “I’m sorry.” “Say it nice!” “I’m sorry.” “You know what we talked
about at home!” So we gotta go through all that. He’s like, “Geez, I’m so sorry. And I beat
you at corn hole at the block party and now this! You probably think there’s a conspiracy!”
I was like, “It’s okay.” So I’m like, okay, everybody’s come except one child’s mom.
They’re my nextdoor neighbors, so about 15 minutes later I hear them outside playing, so
I’m like, let me just go tell them. So I’m like, “Before you hear from everybody else, your
son pulled some marbles off the wall.” “[Son’s name]! Tell her you’re sorry.” I was like,
“Please no…I can’t take it anymore!” And he’s like three or four so he’s like, “What? I
wasn’t supposed to do that?” So we were laughing. The bottom line is that she said
something like, “I have to drill this in them early, because today it’s marbles, in a few years
they’ll be taking beer off of people’s porches.”

In this light-hearted example, residents responded to vandalism by neighborhood children and used
it as an opportunity to reinforce norms. The children were held accountable, their parents accepted
responsibility, and eventually the damage was repaired. Because of their pre-existing ties to one
another, residents were able to easily and effectively handle a block-level problem without conflict
or without calling police. Further, they displayed their norm enforcement by communicating about
this issue with one another and with the children, reinforcing community social norms.
Residents’ ability to extract informal social control from their social networks contributes
to a high level of neighborhood safety and order. Perceived safety and visible signs of order are
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known to contribute to strengthening perceptions of efficacy and therefore, can promote collective
action and solidify the continued presence of safety and order in the community. In these ways,
informal social control serves as a valuable neighborhood resource. It is worth mention that
scholars have argued that tight networks are not necessary for collective efficacy to exist in a
neighborhood. For example, Sampson (2009) has argued that residents need not be close friends
with their neighbors, so long as they have repeated interactions that set expectations for the future.
He wrote that:
The insight of collective efficacy theory is that repeated interactions may signal or generate
shared norms outside the ‘strong tie’ setting of friends and kin. Another conceptual move
of collective efficacy theory is its emphasis on agency. Moving away from a focus on
private ties, use of the term collective efficacy is meant to signify an emphasis on shared
beliefs in a neighborhood’s capability for action to achieve an intended effect, coupled with
an active sense of engagement on the part of residents. Some density of social networks is
essential, to be sure, especially networks rooted in social trust. But the key theoretical point
is that networks have to be activated to be ultimately meaningful (Sampson 2008:152-53).
While the residents of Beverly are not necessarily “friends and kin” with all of their neighbors, the
findings above demonstrate that a great degree of density in their networks facilitates their
collective efficacy. Residents of Beverly value neighborliness on their blocks and many make
concerted efforts to foster cohesion and familiarity through, for example, block parties, barbecues,
evening conversations over the fence, and sending through the welcome wagons to greet new
neighbors. Of course there are also blocks that do not engage in this level of participation and
neighboring, but the internet can serve as a modern tool for generating neighborhood cohesion and
place-based capital even when it is lacking on the block. In the section that follows, I detail how
neighborhood residents use the internet and social media as a site for fostering social capital.
The Evolution of Social Capital: The Internet and Social Media
The prevalence of the use of technology such as the Internet and social media has often led
to a lament for the loss of community and interpersonal connection (Putnam 2000); however,
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recent research has suggested that social media sites, such as Facebook and Twitter, provide
person-to-person centered communication and an avenue to connect and discuss local issues
(Hampton and Wellman 2003; Hampton 2010). Because social media is asynchronous and anyone
has the ability to broadcast information (Hampton and Wellman 2003), social media sites can serve
as a useful “gathering space” for residents and as a site for reciprocal exchange that may facilitate
social capital. With regard to neighborhood efficacy, Sampson (2009:162) argued “that rather than
undermining social organization, modern technology has the potential to knit together weak
community ties for the purposes of building collective efficacy.” My findings in Beverly confirm
his suggestion and demonstrate that social media operates as a source of place-based capital, rather
than diminishing it.
There are a number of social media pages dedicated to various aspects of life in Beverly,
but perhaps the most accessed, and the ones which were most discussed with me, are the
neighborhood groups on Facebook. Residents repeatedly suggested to me that I check out some of
these pages which range in focus across topics like, motherhood, parenting, buy/sell/trade groups,
diversity and peace advocacy groups, neighborhood news, and crime watch pages. Many of these
groups’ descriptions state that they are intended for residents of Beverly, although sometimes
include nearby neighborhoods of Morgan Park, Mount Greenwood, and the suburb to the west,
Evergreen Park. Other groups view their intended membership as residents of the 19th Ward. Most
of these groups are closed access, requiring admin permission to join. Some even require personal
referrals; for example, in order to join one of these, I had to have a friend of mine message the
admin, provide my local address, and vouch that I would be a good member for the group. Admins
and other members often police membership in these groups, and when members are suspected of
not being local residents, they are often told to seek out other groups or are removed altogether.
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Perhaps the most well-known of the groups is the “Moms of Beverly,” which had almost
4,500 members by May 2018.1 The group was started in 2014 by two neighborhood moms who
met while playing with their kids at a local park, and who discussed creating a way to meet more
moms in the area. The group was repeatedly recommended to me by residents as an interesting
site of neighborhood exchange. “Moms of Beverly” had become so popular, that the group’s
admins were invited to the Facebook Communities Summit in Chicago and to Facebook’s
headquarters in California to meet with Mark Zuckerberg and other company executives (Lulay,
DNAInfo, June 27, 2017). The group’s description page reads:
Welcome to Moms of Beverly – Chicago, IL. This group was created for moms who live
in the Beverly neighborhood of Chicago and are looking for a space to share ideas, seek
support and guidance. This group is for women only, men are not allowed…Our groups
focus is on building community, supporting moms, sharing fun activities for our kids and
families, setting up play dates and meet-ups, etc. We want this group to be a place where
BAM’s (Beverly Area Moms) can feel a sense of community, feel safe, respected and not
judged (Moms of Beverly 2018).
The group serves as a site of reciprocated exchange, an important source of social capital and
facilitator of collective efficacy. Sampson discusses the importance of exchange as a form of social
capital:
Social capital is reinforced by interactions such as the exchange of advice, material goods,
and information about childrearing (Blau 1964). Reciprocated (or relatively equal)
exchange leads to social support that can be drawn upon (Portes and Sensenbrenner 1993),
not just by parents but by children themselves as they develop. This sort of exchange may
be facilitated by, but does not require, the presence of strong personal ties such as those
found in tightly bounded friendship and kinship networks (Sampson et al. 1999:635).
The group’s discussion board on any given day has posts looking for recommendations for
pediatricians, plumbers, restaurants, or vacation rentals. Others seek parenting advice, share
interesting news stories, look for lost pets (or find pets and look for owners), exchange gardening

1

There are also multiple groups which have broken away from this group and somewhat confusingly, are also called
“Moms of Beverly.” Here I specifically refer to a closed group whose name is officially, “Moms of Beverly –
Chicago, IL”.
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tips, make playdates, and on Wednesdays only, buy, sell, and trade goods and services. The admins
tightly monitor the site to ensure that the content is respectful and relevant, setting a tone of
community-building and support. Women who I talked with who were active in the group reported
meeting news friends and forming relationships that extend past the virtual world and exist in the
neighborhood schools, parks, and block parties. Many of these women also found the site to be an
invaluable source of support and information, especially for women who were new to the
neighborhood or who lacked strong ties locally.
This type of reciprocated exchange, information sharing, and personal networking occurs
on a number of the other neighborhood Facebook groups as well, providing multiple online sites
for residents to form place-based networks of both bonding and bridging ties. Further, these groups
provide important information channels that become useful mobilization tools when collective
action is required. For example, in September 2016, when the alderman proposed to close one of
the neighborhood public schools, parents used Facebook groups and social media as a quick way
of communicating with thousands of other residents, including forming a new education advocacy
group and planning protests, meetings, and formal opposition to the proposed closing. Facebook
served as an important tool in quickly linking and building bridging ties among parents of students
at the affected schools, as well as for activating those ties into action. Ultimately, the parents were
successful in their endeavor to keep the school open.
Conclusion
This chapter examined social capital in Beverly and demonstrated how social ties can
provide resources that can be activated into collective efficacy and neighborhood action. There are
four important takeaways from the analysis in this chapter. The first is the importance of
distinguishing social ties from social capital. While the presence of social ties are a necessary

138
component for collective efficacy, ties alone are not sufficient. In order to contribute to efficacy
and action, residents must extract resources from their social ties and use them for the benefit of
the common good. This can be seen in how residents provided each other with social support, used
their social leverage to benefit other residents and the neighborhood more generally, participated
in neighborhood organizations, and enacted informal social control. Another strength of Beverly’s
approach to utilizing social capital is residents’ emphasis on the importance of “homegrown”
place-based capital. In Beverly, residents’ efforts to use their place-based capital is an integral
factor in the ability to facilitate collective efficacy because it highlights the importance of their
neighborhood as a source of social benefits. This contributes to neighborhood attachment and
reinforces a neighborhood norm of working for the common good, both of which strengthen
perceptions of efficacy and motivate collective action.
Secondly, organizations with broad multi-purpose or comprehensive neighborhoodcentered approaches are key to building place-based social capital and facilitating collective
efficacy. BAPA serves as an example of the kind of comprehensive neighborhood organization of
which Putnam (2000) laments the loss. BAPA and the other civic organizations actively work to
generate cohesion, build ties, and activate social capital for the benefit of the neighborhood and its
residents. Groups like SCDC, for example, are more purpose-based than BAPA, but feature a
community-driven and local focus on improving the quality of life in the area, and therefore also
serve as an important source of place-based capital. The existence and success of these, and other
similar groups, contributes to the high collective efficacy of Beverly. This analysis suggests that
creating and sustaining similarly purposed, comprehensive neighborhood civic organizations may
greatly improve conditions of collective efficacy in other communities as well. These kinds of
organizations can be fundamental in advocating for neighborhood but also in training residents to
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become actively involved, perhaps increasing the number of instrumental individuals who are rich
resources in social capital for their neighbors.
The third takeaway is that the importance of ties between neighbors and co-residents should
not be too easily written off as unimportant with regard to the efficacy of a neighborhood. While
scholars argue that close ties are not necessary for collective efficacy, they most certainly make it
easier and the drawbacks of strong, insular ties can be counteracted through targeted, place-based
cohesion building. For example, many residents of Beverly would not identify with Sampson’s
(2009:152) argument that: “the reality is that in modern cities the idyllic urban village endures
mainly, if only, in myth. Even if we had the time or energy, most people, including me, do not
want to be friends or close with their neighbors. They certainly do not want to eat dinner with
them!” In Beverly, people work to create ties to their neighbors by barbecuing together at block
parties and after softball games, by forming new friendships with other residents who they meet
on Facebook, and by chatting across the fence after work. While, admittedly, time and energy are
a limiting factor in people’s ability or willingness to meet their neighbors, making the time to do
so seems to be a fundamental source of the trust, cohesion, and ties that generate efficacy and
action in Beverly. Perhaps residents who are open to this kind of neighborliness self-select into
Beverly, but even so, their successes may be replicable in other neighborhoods if the importance
of creating channels of cohesion and communication are impressed upon residents of other
communities. Even if residents do not want to be friends with one another, fostering familiarity
and trust can be extremely helpful in facilitating efficacy and effective informal social control.
Additionally, this is another arena when comprehensive community organizations can be
extremely helpful in building place-based cohesion and capital, especially in neighborhoods where
residents are struggling to come together or find common ground.
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The fourth major takeaway is the finding that in Beverly, technology, social media, and the
Internet do not detract from community, nor do they replace it. Rather, residents have used
technology as a tool for extending community and for creating a virtual “town square” that serves
as a useful site for reciprocated exchange, building ties, communicating information, and planning
and implementing neighborhood action. These groups are local in nature and not without the
imperfections that can come along with “dark side” of social capital, but dedicated residents and
admins can also work hard to counteract those problems by focusing on neighborhood cohesion
and respect. Social media may be another useful tool for building social capital and collective
efficacy in other communities as well.
A caveat to these findings is that Beverly is a place of considerable privilege and
socioeconomic advantage, with a rich stock of ties to be activated and many people who are well
educated and experienced in activating ties for community enrichment. Admittedly, neighborhood
resources and privilege matter very much for the purposes of collective efficacy and so we learn
from Beverly that the more resources that can be afforded to struggling communities, the better
for purposes of improving their efficacy. Further, building trust among residents and generating
place-based cohesion and capital in disadvantaged neighborhoods is extremely important and will
be an ongoing challenge being that those factors have likely been severely damaged by conditions
of poverty and crime.
A final point worth mentioning is that building strong place-based cohesion may result in
improvements within, but exclusion between neighborhoods. In the following chapter on the
defended neighborhood, I discuss how place-based capital and cohesion foster protective
neighborhood action that helps to stabilize the neighborhood, but which also have negative,
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exclusionary fallout for non-residents, as well as for some residents who are closely scrutinized
and charged with the burden of proving their belonging.
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CHAPTER 5: WILLINGNESS TO ACT, CRIME, AND COLLECTIVE
EFFICACY

The previous two chapters have demonstrated the importance of strong neighborhood
sociocultural milieu and the support of social capital in facilitating collective efficacy. However,
perhaps the most distinctive feature of collective efficacy is that it reflects a community’s
willingness to act for the common good of the neighborhood. Existing research in the area of
collective efficacy has demonstrated neighborhood variability across the spectrum of collective
efficacy, but as of yet has not delved into deep explorations of when, how, and why efficacy is
activated. Collective efficacy as traditionally measured reflects a community’s capacity for action
as perceived by its residents, but these measures tell very little about when and why a
neighborhood’s residents actually choose to intervene in a local problem. This chapter addresses
the need for contextualized, event-specific analyses of efficacy in action, and perhaps equally as
important, instances of inaction, through an examination of when and why Beverly’s residents
collectively responded to crime.
There is an extensive literature exploring the relationship between collective efficacy and
crime and most studies have found robust support for an inverse relationship between the two
(Hipp and Wo 2015). For example, collective efficacy was found to mediate the relationship
between concentrated disadvantage and violent crime in Chicago neighborhoods (Sampson et al.
1997; Sampson and Raudenbush 1999; Morenoff et al. 2001). Collective efficacy has also been
found to predict rates of violence in other places in the United States, (Mazerolle et al. 2010;
Burchfield and Silver 2013) as well as in other countries such as Australia (Mazerolle et al. 2010),
Sweden (Mazerolle et al. 2010; Sampson and Wikstrom 2007; Sampson 2012), and China (Zhang
et al. 2007).
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There are notable critiques of collective efficacy research in this area, one of which is the
difficulty of accurately measuring informal social control. With few exceptions, researchers have
attempted to measure residents’ “willingness to intervene” by using a 5-item Likert scale and
asking people to rate the likelihood of their neighbors to act in various hypothetical scenarios
(Battin 2015). A shortcoming of this measure is that it reflects perceptions rather than action, and
further, attempts to measure a group’s capacity for action with data points provided by individuals
(Hipp and Wo 2015). Matsueda and Drakulich (2015:4) very succinctly summarized these
important distinctions by pointing out that these measures, “refer to residents’ subjective beliefs
about whether neighbors would intervene when delinquent activities arise, rather than the key
concept, objective activation of networks to reduce crime.” They went on to argue that relying on
this kind of measure begs the important question of “How do their respondents know whether their
neighbors will intervene when delinquency occurs in the neighborhood?” (Matsueda and
Drakulich 2015:5). Their test of the reliability of these measures uncovered an important caveat:
that having actually observed one of the hypothetical instances of deviance in one’s neighborhood
predicted lower scores of informal social control, presumably because it led the respondent to
believe that their neighbors had not intervened in the observed instances and therefore were
unlikely to intervene in the future (Matsueda and Drakulich 2015). This finding suggests that
higher rates of neighborhood crime and delinquency may bias respondents to score their
neighborhood as lower on measures of informal social control, raising a “chicken or egg” causal
conundrum. Additionally, there is the possibility that under conditions of low or no crime, residents
will over-estimate the willingness of their neighbors to intervene (St. Jean 2007; Hipp and Wo
2015). At least one study has found that neighborhood collective efficacy is not predictive of the
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likelihood that individuals will act in response to neighborhood problems (Wells et al. 2006),
calling some question into the actual mechanisms by which collective efficacy affects crime rates.
In addition to the limitations of the collective efficacy measure, studies of neighborhood
crime have largely focused on poor, urban neighborhoods that struggle under conditions of high
crime. Consequently, we know very little about crime responses in those neighborhoods with
access to more resources and where crime is less common. It would be natural, although mistaken,
to assume that in a safe and efficacious community like Beverly, all instances of crime, especially
violent crime, would cause an outrage and motivate a swift community response. To the contrary,
this chapter demonstrates that despite Beverly’s high capacity for action, crime was only a cause
for concern and collective response under certain conditions. The occurrence of crime was taken
most seriously and was most likely to engender a collective response when it violated residents’
sense of Beverly as a safe and stable neighborhood. This sense of place was formed in relation to
Beverly’s unique position within the stratum of Chicago’s neighborhoods and was understood to
include the possibility of routine urban crimes, which I define as: the set of crimes that urban
residents come to believe are expected in the course of the normal routines of day-to-day city life.
Routine urban crime is not an objective categorization of crimes; rather, it is place-sensitive and
constructed through residents’ perceptions about where certain crimes are likely to, and perhaps
even expected to, occur. Therefore, conceptualizations of routine urban crime may vary across
places and groups of residents. In Beverly, property crimes, and even some violent crimes, were
viewed as routine and consequently, did not trigger great concern or response among residents.
Conversely, when crimes occurred that violated residents’ expectations and threatened their sense
of their neighborhood as safe and secure, residents were more likely to respond with collective
action.
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In the remainder of this chapter, I explore residents’ attitudes toward crime in their
neighborhood, beginning with property crimes. I demonstrate that residents largely viewed
property crimes as instances of routine urban crime that were inherent to city life, and therefore
were unlikely to respond to most property crimes in any formal or collective way. Then, I turn to
a discussion of violent crime, and show that Beverly’s residents responded to violent crime with
great concern or action only when the nature of the crimes violated their expectations for routine
crime in the neighborhood, and their sense of Beverly as a safe place. Local politicians,
neighborhood organizations, and police drew on this sense of place and highlighted instances of
crime as serious, or dismissed instances as routine, in order to stimulate or suppress community
concern as necessary. The role of sense of place in motivating collective action is not easily tapped
into by existing measures of efficacy, but proves to be very important for understanding when and
why residents become willing to act in response to crime. These findings highlight the importance
of considering context and sense of place in the analysis of neighborhood collective efficacy.
Beverly as a Safe Place in a Big City
During my fieldwork in April 2015, my mom left her car unlocked in her driveway
overnight. In addition to being unlocked, she had left her wallet inside of it. The next day, the mail
carrier found several of my mom’s credit cards strewn across the neighbors’ front yards and
returned them to the house. In an attempt to find my mom’s missing wallet, my stepdad and I
headed down the block in the direction that her other belongings had been found. He has lived in
the neighborhood his entire life, and this wasn’t the first time he had items stolen from his home
or property. As he peeked over fences and scanned yards, he told me that it was likely that the thief
had rifled through and taken any cash, then tossed aside the credit cards. “When they’re done,
they’ll toss the wallet somewhere too,” he said as we walked. Just a few houses down, my
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stepfather looked behind a tall, wooden fence and said, “There it is!” My mom’s wallet was laying
in the backyard, presumably where the thief had thrown it after failing to find any cash.
When we returned the wallet to my mom, I asked her what was missing, and she replied
with amusement, “Nothing! They took some change from the car, but they left the pennies. Only
took the silver coins! Isn’t that ridiculous?” This had happened before near my mom and stepdad’s
house - a few years earlier, several of the neighbors in the cul-de-sac had loose change stolen from
their unlocked cars overnight. My mom told me that since then, she had been trying to remember
to lock her car doors but sometimes forgot. I encouraged my mom to call and report the crime to
the police, so that they could stay aware of hotspots. She said that she would get around to it but
that, “Last time they just dusted for fingerprints and all that did was mess up my car more!”
Despite living in a large urban metropolis, my mom and her neighbors were so secure in
their sense of safety in Beverly that they repeatedly failed to lock their car doors. Perhaps a bit
more surprising, is that this practice was not uncommon in Beverly, and a vulnerability of which
thieves took advantage during my time in the field. For example, in April 2015, BAPA had
included a note in their e-newsletter warning about car thefts due to unlocked doors. It read:
Thefts From Autos
The number of thefts from autos in the 22nd Police District has risen in the past month.
Most items were stolen from unlocked vehicles. The police recommend that drivers park
in well-lit areas, remove valuables from vehicle or secure them out of sight, and roll up
windows and lock doors when leaving parked vehicles. Call 911 to report suspicious
activity. Follow the 22nd District on Twitter: @ChicagoCAPS22 (BAPA, The Villager
Neighborhood News and Event Update, April 16, 2015).
The Chicago Police Department also warned Beverly’s residents about a string of car thefts from
unlocked cars that occurred around this same time. My field notes from an April 2015 beat meeting
describe the CAPS officer’s reminder to the attendees that they should lock their car doors.
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The officer went on to tell us that there have been a bunch of burglaries and car thefts, and
tells us that she wants to read us some trends that she observed about these crimes. Before
the meeting, she had run the car theft reports and began to read over them. She said she
read quite a few before she had to stop, because so many of them said the same thing. She
read aloud to us snippets from about 10 reports and the common theme in all of them was
that the doors of the cars were left unlocked. The officer looked up at us and said, “I know
we love Beverly and we think we live in this nice neighborhood, and we do. I even call it
Mayberry sometimes. But there are people who shop. You’ve got to lock your doors.”
As has been discussed in earlier chapters, residents had a strong sense of Beverly as a distinctively
safe place. The CAPS officer tapped into this sense of place as the underlying cause of people’s
failure to lock their car doors in Beverly. Another resident, Renee, confirmed to me that her sense
of Beverly as a safe place had led her to mistakenly believe that she did not have to worry about
theft in her neighborhood. Shortly after moving into her new home in Beverly, a thief entered her
car in the middle of the night. When I asked her whether her car was parked on the street, she
replied:
Renee: In my driveway! And you probably read about it. They caught the guy. I guess there
was a range of blocks he was traveling to and it was anywhere between two and four a.m.,
looking for unlocked cars, and unfortunately I left my car unlocked. Because [laughing] I
thought I was in a safe neighborhood. I am though! I had nothing of value in there but our
neighbors put their lights on to kind of shoo them [the criminal] off…There was nothing
of value. He took a few bottled waters, but that’s it.
When I asked Renee whether she had reported the crime to the police, she answered:
Renee: You know what Joy, I had every intention of doing it but then, it was like the first
week back to school, I was so busy and my mind was so consumed with other things, it
was like two weeks later and I was like, “Shoot!” and I just didn’t. And I really wish I did
because it helps the community raise awareness of, “Hey, yo, be careful!” and they can
keep track, but I didn’t.
I also asked Renee how having been the victim of a crime affected her sense of security in the
neighborhood. She told me:
Renee: To be honest, it’s like the next day came and I was totally fine. It’s not like I felt
unsafe. I just felt like, alright, this is ridiculous that I have to lock my car doors in my own
driveway, but I didn’t feel as unsafe as I thought I would. You know? Just knowing that
my parents are nearby and I have neighbors that I know, it was like, it’ll be fine.
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Renee’s sense of security and characterization of Beverly as a safe place stayed intact, even after
she had been a victim of a crime on her new block. Notably, she cited her ties to other people in
the neighborhood as comforting her, suggesting that Renee’s neighborhood social capital may have
contributed to her perceptions of safety.
Renee’s opinion that the neighborhood was safe despite instances of crime was not unique.
All of the residents who I spoke with characterized the neighborhood as safe and none cited crime
as a major problem, but they also were not ignorant to the property crimes that occurred in the
neighborhood. Residents reconciled these points through their expectations that some amount of
crime in their neighborhood was unavoidable and inherent to city life. In this way, they could
characterize Beverly as a safe neighborhood, despite the fact that routine urban crime did occur
there.
Margot: You know everybody says that we’re the safest neighborhood in the city, which I
believe. And that may not be saying much these days. But I personally feel like it’s fine. I
haven’t had anything happen, although plenty of people do. It’s still the city.
Felicia: Yeah, it’s a relatively safe neighborhood. We [Felicia’s family] probably could do
more like put up lights and motion detectors, which we’re going to get to, but yeah, I feel
pretty safe. We behave like we live in a city where there’s crime.
Jill: My neighbors were broken into pretty soon after we moved here. So we put an alarm
system in after that happened. But I mean, you know, relative to everything else, like we
might get broken into or something, but it’s fine.
Tom: I don’t feel like crime is a problem here at all. We were burglarized in the South
Loop! I also kind of feel like it can happen anywhere, but I’ve never thought that crime
was a problem here. I mean it’s one of the safest neighborhoods in the city statistically. So
no.
Gregory: So is crime a problem in the neighborhood? So if there’s even a little bit of crime,
as long as there’s crime, it’s a problem. Sadly, I don’t think we’ll ever entirely get rid of it.
The rate of crime in this neighborhood, I feel is significantly less than it is in other
neighborhoods. I think the statistics would bear that out…You know, there’s little stuff that
you can do to keep yourself from being a victim and I mean sometimes there is simply
nothing that you can do, you were gonna be that victim. But honestly I kind of feel like if
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that’s the case, that could happen here, that could happen in Tinley Park, that could happen
in Anchorage, Alaska.
The responses shown above demonstrate that attitudes about neighborhood safety were often
couched in assessments of relativity. Safety was tightly tied to place in the minds of Beverly’s
residents and their expectations for safety took into consideration the context of the city more
broadly. Property crimes were viewed as something that happens everywhere and anywhere, and
therefore they did not cause major panic or overwhelming concern among Beverly’s residents.
Additionally, residents generally assigned (or in the case of victims, accepted) blame when thefts
occurred because they had left personal belongings unattended or unsecured. This assignment of
blame also mitigated any potential concerns about crime reflecting some sort of breakdown or
disorder in the community.
Residents’ sense of place in Beverly reflected their firm beliefs in the internal stability of
their neighborhood. This was in contrast to their awareness of concentrated poverty, deterioration,
and disorder visible in other south side community areas. Many of these neighborhoods also had
much higher crime rates. Beverly’s residents viewed crime in other near-by and less safe
neighborhoods as corrosive and feared its “spill-over” into Beverly. They characterized their future
safety and stability tenuously, often qualifying it as fragile and vulnerable, because of their
proximity to neighborhoods with much higher crime rates. Ruby summarized this tension when I
asked her whether crime was a problem in the neighborhood and she responded:
Ruby: Um, not majorly. I mean I’ve heard about break-ins, home break-ins and stuff like
that. Not that I am aware of, you know? But it’s only a matter of time before it will spill
over if we don’t address other issues in other places. But not majorly. And one of the
reasons is the Chicago Police Department in our neighborhood will respond to our calls in
a very short space of time. And that’s a big difference. Because it’s their neighborhood. So
you feel safe in the neighborhood because you know that you’re protected. It’s a different
standard. We have privilege in our neighborhood that people in the rest of the city don’t
have. We do.
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Sally, who was very involved with community safety efforts in the neighborhood, expressed a
similar sentiment in more detail:
Sally: Most of the time I think it’s fairly safe, but we’re close to some areas that are not
safe. Categorically not safe. Verifiably, by statistics, not safe. In fact, I think that the Sixth
District had a police officer shot in the parking lot of the police station! I mean that’s pretty
bold. In uniform! That’s pretty bold. I don’t remember the details because it was a while
ago and it’s not our district, but the proximity to areas of high crime is concerning to
me…And that’s why it’s almost like Fort Apache, The Bronx. We have to stick together.
Because if we go our separate ways and we don’t take care of our neighbors…It’s a little
bit of self-preservation. We’re going to hang together because we surely don’t want to hang
separately. If we don’t watch out for each other, something could happen and we have
nobody to blame but ourselves--that we weren’t more alert to what was going on. I
personally, I’m offended by crime in my beat, anywhere on my beat. And I mean we’re not
just talking 19th ward. The other side of the tracks, the 21st, I have relationships with
residents over there. I support what’s going over there, I go to meetings in parks that they’re
having when there’s an issue that they want support from anyone who they can
find…Because I don’t see these firm divides like some other people do. If it’s only across
87th street, how safe can you be? So really, whatever is happening here, we should be
proselytizing. We should be attending the beat meetings in other commands! You know,
in the Sixth District. We should be going to other town hall meetings for other wards and
having that neighbor to neighbor relationship grow beyond our geographic boundaries.
Because we’re not safe if we’re not molested in our home, but right over the border across
87th street people are breaking into homes over there. How does that help us? We’re just
putting our heads in the sand.
Ruby and Sally’s concerns demonstrate how crime in other neighborhoods was viewed as
threatening to Beverly. In fact, the idea that crime from nearby neighborhoods was the greatest
threat to neighborhood security was widespread. Residents expected certain kinds of crimes to
occur in other places in Chicago, but not in Beverly. They also believed that they had to take an
active role in preventing its spread into their neighborhood, a point to which both Ruby and Sally
alluded. Sally’s comments also highlighted the importance of neighborhood cohesion in
facilitating residents’ collective efficacy and ability to work together to defend the neighborhood
from crime – an important recognition on the part of residents, which will be discussed in more
detail in Chapter 6.
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Violent Crime and Sense of Place
Violent crime was very rare in Beverly, but even the occurrence of some violent crimes
were not enough to shake residents’ sense of Beverly as a safe place, providing that the crimes
were within the scope of what residents expected to be routine for life in a large city. Below, I
show how residents reconciled robberies near the Metra train tracks with community safety and
discuss why these crimes were unlikely to generate a collective response. Following that
discussion, I contrast the response to two strings of gunpoint robberies – one in 2016 and one in
2017 – to demonstrate how characteristics of the crimes affected residents’ sense of place
differently and therefore motivated a collective response in one case, but not the other. These
findings suggest that neighborhood residents are more likely to be called to action when crime
violates their sense of place and their expectations for routines of day-to-day life in their
community. I end this section arguing that for Beverly’s residents, severity of the crime may matter
less than a crime’s ties to place, in motivating community action. I demonstrate this point with an
example of community leaders’ efforts to detach crime and place in the wake of a shooting in the
neighborhood.
Metra Muggings as Routine Urban Crimes
In 2014, Scott Smith, a white man from Morgan Park was robbed at gunpoint on his walk
home from the Metra train station, and he wrote about it on his personal blog (Smith, Our Man in
Chicago, June 19, 2014). He discussed the details of his attack, and also added that:
Mine wasn’t the only recent robbery around here. There was another armed robbery last
week near the 107th Metra station. According to reports on local community Facebook
groups, there was a robbery four blocks south at the 111th station. And one last week at
96th and Damen. There were recent robberies at businesses near the 103rd St. Metra stop.
People in our neighborhood are being targeted because they’re comforted by the safety and
are more likely to have something worth taking (Smith, Our Man in Chicago, June 19,
2014).
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While far from an everyday occurrence, robberies targeting commuters on their way home from
the Metra train stations were a major source of the violent crime that occurred in Beverly during
my time in the field. It is important that I mention that I do not intend to minimize the physical and
emotional impact of these crimes on their victims. Certainly a violent robbery, like the one
experienced by Scott, is a very serious crime. But even in light of these crimes, none of the
residents who I interviewed believed crime to be a serious problem for the neighborhood and of
those residents who discussed potentially moving from the neighborhood, none cited crime as a
reason for leaving. How is it then, that despite the occurrences of violent crimes in their
neighborhood, the community’s residents still characterized Beverly as safe?
As was the case with property crimes, residents largely viewed a limited amount of violent
crime as within their expectations for routine city life - especially, crimes occurring in proximity
to, or connected with, the Metra train line and its commuters. For example, Walt, who lived in
apartment buildings adjacent to one of the Metra train stations was well aware of the crime near
the Metra tracks, and while he was occasionally worried by it, he also saw it as within the expected
bounds of city life.
Walt: I look on the crime report maps, and a lot of the crimes, there’s a lot of robberies,
like gunpoint robberies, car theft and all that kind of stuff that take place along the train
tracks, the Metra line. And I think it’s people getting off a train late at night, no one else is
around and they get robbed. That’s a big issue, that happens…But I think every now and
then that’s just going to pop up, no matter where you are. I guess in the city, less so in the
suburbs.
Other residents also spoke about crime near the Metra stations, but similarly to Walt, they
discussed these crimes with a tempered sense of concern. For example, Felicia, a 37 year old black
woman, told me that she didn’t think that crime was a problem in the neighborhood and that she
knew that, “the people at the Metra stations do get the catalytic converters stolen. That appears to
be a thing all over Chicago, not just here.” Her belief that the crime was not characteristic or
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distinct to Beverly preserved her sense that Beverly was safe. Renee also felt that while violent
crime did occur to commuters from the Metra stations, the occurrences were rare enough to render
their impact minimal on her assessment of neighborhood safety.
Renee: Well there’s been people held at gunpoint on the way home from the train stations,
but those are rare. When you hear about them, I feel like people talk about it, like, “Oh my
gosh, I can’t believe this happened.” So it is rare, but there are those, I don’t want to say
petty crimes, but…
It is worth mention that most victims of armed robberies in Beverly were not seriously injured.
For example, while guns were frequently used in the commission of these crimes, there were no
instances of residents being shot while robbed in the time period that I analyzed. This fact may
affect the assessments of residents, who may view the crimes as more akin to property crimes than
violent victimizations because there were no serious injuries. Consequently, the muggings may
have been less likely to violate residents’ sense of neighborhood safety and security.
In his blog post detailing his mugging, Scott declaratively stated that he had no intention
of moving from his neighborhood. Similar to the views of many of Beverly’s residents, Scott
believed that crime in his neighborhood was more symptomatic of conditions in other
neighborhoods than it was of any breakdown in his own community. He responded to his attack
as a call to work harder to improve conditions in his city more broadly. He wrote:
I’m a bleeding heart liberal and an avid reader. My opinion has been when you don’t give
people economic options and don’t make them feel safe and don’t invest in their
neighborhoods they’ll do what they can to survive and use crime as an economic
opportunity. I still think that (Smith, Our Man in Chicago, June 19, 2014).
Scott also discussed Chicagoans’ segmented sense of place as a factor in the continued problem of
crime in many of Chicago’s poorer neighborhoods.
I’ve been telling anyone who will listen that Chicago’s tribalism, enforced by
neighborhood boundaries, contributes to the problem. As long as it happens somewhere
else, it’s OK. As long as it involves gangs, it’s OK because you’re not in one so it won’t
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happen to you. Even though it’s only a matter of time until it hits home. It did for me last
night (Smith, Our Man in Chicago, June 19, 2014).
When Scott pointed to “tribalism, enforced by neighborhood boundaries”, he was tapping into
sense of place. Similarly to the arguments made by Ruby and Sally above, Scott believed that
crime in other neighborhoods threatened the safety and security of his own neighborhood and
encouraged others to realize this point as well.
The Metra muggings, while undesirable, were viewed as instrumental and inherently urban,
by most residents. Their occasional occurrence did not violate residents’ sense of place and
therefore did not shift their assessments of neighborhood safety. While Scott, for example, warned
others that they should be concerned with conditions in their city more broadly, he still
characterized his neighborhood as safe, even despite his victimization. The perceptions of these
residents demonstrate why the occurrence of violent crimes, like the Metra muggings, did not
motivate a collective neighborhood response. Below, I provide examples of when and why armed
robberies did trigger community action.
A Comparison of the Response to Gunpoint Armed Robberies, 2016 vs. 2017
On November 6, 2017, the Chicago Police 22nd District issued a Community Alert detailing
four armed robberies which had occurred since October 12, 2017. Three of those robberies took
place in Beverly and the fourth in Morgan Park. The alert had the following information about the
crimes:
This alert gives notice of four recent Robbery incidents that have occurred within the
boundaries of the 22nd District (Morgan Park) in the Beverly neighborhood. In these cases,
two African American males, between 14-18 years old exit a vehicle and approach a lone
victim. The offenders were both armed with handguns, and demanded purses and
cellphones from the victims. The offenders flee in a waiting getaway car. The car was
described as a 4 door silver sedan (Bureau of Detectives, Community Alert, November 6,
2017).
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The alert went on to describe the offenders as follows:
The two armed offenders were described to police as Male, African American between 1418 years old. Standing 5’05 tall, weighing 130-150 lbs. Subjects were armed with a
handgun. Two other males were waiting inside the vehicle (Bureau of Detectives,
Community Alert, November 6, 2017).
In response to this string of robberies, a community meeting was hosted by BAPA, the Beverly
Ridge Homeowners’ Association (BRHA), the 19th Ward Office, and the Chicago Police
Department to address community safety (Garmes, The Beverly Review, November 9, 2017). The
meeting was well-attended, with the Beverly Review, reporting that there were hundreds of people
present. Representatives from BAPA provided information on how residents could protect
themselves and deter criminals (Garmes, The Beverly Review, November 9, 2017). The BRHA
encouraged residents to form block clubs and phone/email trees for sharing information (Garmes,
The Beverly Review, November 9, 2017). The police who were in attendance, which included the
22nd District commander, suggested that residents install motion detector lights and security
equipment around their homes to deter criminals, and to be sure to call 911 to report any suspicious
activity (Garmes, The Beverly Review, November 9, 2017). The police argued for the importance
of “nosy neighbors” in deterring crime (Garmes, The Beverly Review, November 9, 2017). The
alderman stressed that residents should talk to their neighbors and stay aware of what was going
on in their neighborhood (Garmes, The Beverly Review, November 9, 2017). The police also
informed residents that there were persons of interest in the case and that there would be increased
patrols in affected areas, at least through the end of the year (Garmes, The Beverly Review,
November 9, 2017). During the meeting, residents also raised concerns regarding their treatment
during 911 calls, the vulnerability to bias resulting from the vague descriptions of the offenders
only as “African American males”, and the lack of information from police regarding armed
robberies in the neighborhood (Garmes, The Beverly Review, November 9, 2017). In a follow-up
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email sent the next day, the alderman informed residents that the police would now be issuing
alerts on all single gun-related crimes in the district and that representatives from the Office of
Emergency Management and Communication would be in attendance at upcoming beat meetings
to address complaints regarding the 911 system (O’Shea, Message to 19th Ward E-mailing List,
November 9, 2017).
Following the meeting, on November 11, another spree of armed robberies occurred, two
of which took place in Beverly. The police issued another Community Alert, describing the
offenders in the same way as they had been described in the November 6th alert and again reported
that they were dispatching additional resources to the 22nd District (O’Shea, Message to 19th Ward
E-mailing List, November 11, 2017). On November 21st, the Chicago police arrested two 15 year
old boys and one 16 year old boy, who they believed were responsible for the armed robberies.
The October-November 2017 string of armed robberies in Beverly motivated a collective
response from residents, neighborhood organizations, police, and the ward office. However, these
were not the only robberies that had occurred in 2017 - there were 25 total, 12 in which the offender
used a firearm. The other years of the study period were similar, although 2015 had the fewest (see
Table 6 below).
Table 6. Robberies in Beverly, 2014-2017

2014

26

No. of Reported
Robberies w/
Firearm
7

2015

8

1

No

2016

19

8

No

2017

25

12

Yes

Total Reported
Robberies

Source: Chicago Data Portal (2018)

Community
Meetings Held
No
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In Beverly in 2014, there were 26 reported robberies, 7 where the offender was armed with a gun.
In 2015, there were only 8 reported robberies and only one attempted armed robbery using a
handgun. In 2016, there were 19 total robberies, 8 in which a firearm was used. However, there
were no other community meetings held in response to armed robberies during those years, and in
only three other instances – in December 2015, in March 2016, and in September 2016 – did the
Chicago Police issue community alerts in response to robberies in Beverly. The frequency and
number of the October-November 2017 robberies were certainly tighter and higher than what had
come to be expected for armed robberies in the neighborhood, although not unprecedented. For
example, in 2016 there were 4 armed robberies using handguns over the duration of four weeks
between August 19th and September 21st, but no community meetings were held and no community
alerts were issued by police.
What was different about the 2017 cluster of armed robberies that prompted a community
response? An analysis of the crime data (Chicago Data Portal 2018), for the 2017 cluster, as
compared to the August-September 2016 cluster mentioned in the paragraph above, reveals that
there were some major differences between the nature of the times and locations where the crimes
occurred (see Figure 22 and Table 7 below).
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2016 Armed Robberies
2017 Armed Robberies

Figure 22. Gunpoint Armed Robberies in Beverly, 2016 String vs. 2017 String
Map Adapted from: Chicago Police Department (2017)
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Table 7. Time and Location of Gunpoint Robberies in Beverly, 2016 vs. 2017 Clusters
2016

Time

Location

2017

August 19

3:10am

street

August 19

10:19pm

street

August 30

1:45pm

street

September 21

12:11am

restaurant

10:40am

residence

October 12

4:15pm

parking lot/garage

October 27

9:37pm

residential yard

November 5

9:40am

street

November 6

7:31am

sidewalk

November 11

7:35am

residential yard

November 11

Data source: Chicago Data Portal (2018)

In 2016, two of the robberies took place on Walden Parkway and one on Pleasant Avenue.
Walden Parkway runs adjacent to the Metra train tracks and contains parking for Metra commuters,
while Pleasant Avenue is just two blocks away from the 91st street Metra station. The fourth
robbery took place on 95th street, a major arterial road, less than one block east from the 95th street
Metra station. The Chicago Police classified three of the four robberies as having taken place on
the street. The 95th street robbery was classified as having taken place near a restaurant. Three of
the four crimes took place between the hours of 10pm and 3:30am. The fourth, one of the robberies
on Walden Parkway, took place at 1:45pm on a Tuesday afternoon. This string of robberies looks
very similar to the Metra muggings discussed by respondents above, who viewed these routine
urban crimes. Additionally, because they took place so late at night, it is possible that both
residents and police could attach some blameworthiness to victims, mediating insecurities about
neighborhood safety. These robberies fit into conceptions of “classic” urban muggings and are
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consistent with the assumptions that anywhere there are people getting off commuter trains, or
walking around very late at night, there will inevitably be crimes against them. Of course in an
ideal scenario, there would be no crime, but in Beverly, residents had tempered their expectations
for safety with their sense of place that considers Chicago’s urban context and concedes that some
level of theft, burglary, and robbery will be a part of the expected daily routine. Further, for a
police department who has limited resources and whose beats also cover much higher crime
neighborhoods to the east, a pattern of “classic” robberies such as these, is perhaps not enough to
trigger community alerts and changes in patrols.
Many of the characteristics of the crimes detailed above stand in contrast to the robberies
that took place over a similar short span in October-November 2017 (see Table 7 above). Of the
four robberies that took place before police issued a community alert and the neighborhood held
the community meeting, three took place considerably further away from the train tracks than did
the 2016 robberies, and in those three cases, the suspects were all described similarly. Two of the
robberies were classified as having taken place near residences, as the robbers approached people
in their driveways and in front of their houses. Three of the four crimes took place between 9:30am
and 11am. The fourth crime, which was believed to be separate, took place at 4:15pm. Two more
related robberies took place on November 11th, after the meetings and community alert, both
around 7:30am on a Sunday. One victim was in their driveway, the other was a jogger running
down a residential street. There are noticeable differences in the characteristics of these crimes as
compared to the string of robberies that occurred in 2016 - these happened in broad daylight during
morning hours and largely on residential blocks. The victims were often going about daily business
near their own homes. The robberies did not fit into the categories of what expected crime in the
neighborhood “should” look like. An email sent by the alderman following up on the November
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8th community meeting stated that, “Historically, Area South has issued community alerts when
crime patterns are identified” (O’Shea, Message to 19th Ward E-mailing List, November 9, 2017).
Not only were these crimes very patterned, but it seems that the unexpected characteristics of the
patterns mattered as well. Further, these crimes were connected to a larger rash of vehicular
hijackings and robberies in other neighborhoods, suggesting that the fact that these crimes were
not isolated to one neighborhood, but were occurring across their district, could have mattered in
the police response as well.
Because they affected residents engaged in mundane and routine behaviors during daytime
hours and near their homes, these crimes violated residents’ sense of safety in Beverly. I asked one
resident, Roxanne, why she though that the community meeting was so well attended when armed
robberies had occurred at other times in Beverly with no such response. She told me, “The other
robberies are usually people getting off the train and stuff like that. That’s going to happen in cities.
It’s like…anyone can use the Metra, it’s public space. But these crimes are happening in our
driveways and near our homes, at like seven in the morning! It’s scary and just feels different.”
Roxanne, and many other residents in Beverly, could shake their heads and look beyond the Metra
(and the 2016) muggings, because those crimes did not violate their expectations for crimes that
might happen in a place like Beverly. The 2017 muggings, however, violated their expectations
for routine urban crime and deeply threatened their sense of place, consequently motivating
residents to gather collectively in response.
95th Street Shooting and Detaching Crime from Place
As was demonstrated above, gun-related robberies did not always activate collective
efficacy among Beverly’s residents. An important caveat is that these gun-related crimes never
resulted in gunshot injuries in victims, and so they leave open the possibility that gun-related
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crimes would be more likely to instigate collective action if the weapons were actually used to
harm victims. But shootings hardly ever occurred in Beverly, and certainly were outside of
residents’ expectations for what should happen in their safe neighborhood. So how is it that when
a shooting did actually occur on a busy, commercial street in Beverly, there was no collective
response as was seen after the 2017 armed robberies? It may have been because neighborhood
leaders minimized the role of place in this crime and effectively detached the individuals involved
from the location, rendering the crime less offensive to residents’ sense of place.
On October 12, 2017, around 3:40pm, a 33 year old man was shot in the arm while walking
down 95th street in Beverly. He was taken to the hospital and the injury was not serious (Garmes,
The Beverly Review, October 12, 2017). The following day, the alderman sent a “public safety
update” email with the following details:
On Thursday afternoon at approximately 3:40 pm there was a shooting incident on the 2100
block of west 95th Street. The Chicago Police Department is investigating the matter.
Preliminary reports indicate this was not a random act of violence, but rather the result of
a domestic-related incident. The victim, who was not seriously wounded, and the suspected
shooter knew each other. Although no arrest has been made at this time, the Chicago Police
Department has allocated additional resources to this case. (O’Shea, Message to 19th Ward
E-mailing List, October 13, 2017).
The alderman, by suggesting that the shooting was not “a random act of violence, but rather the
result of a domestic-related incident”, attempted to assure residents that 95th street was not unsafe,
but rather that a personal conflict between people who “knew each other” carried over into a public
space. In subsequent coverage of the incident in the The Beverly Review, police were quoted as
saying that the victim was a gang member (Garmes, The Beverly Review, October 12, 2017). This
information was likely provided to assign some blameworthiness to the victim, to suggest a motive,
and to mitigate concerns about the threat of this crime to the safety of the neighborhood more
broadly.
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A suspect in the shooting was arrested in November 2017, and the following day, the
alderman sent another Public Safety Update email, with details regarding the arrest:
Yesterday, [name redacted], the man authorities believe is responsible for the October 12th
shooting on the 2100 block of west 95th Street, was taken into police custody. Mr. [name
redacted] was arrested by the Chicago Police Department's Fugitive Apprehension Unit on
the 5500 block of south Lake Park Avenue. I have been in regular contact with the Cook
County State's Attorney's Office and hope charges will be approved today.
It is important to note that this incident was not a random act of violence. Law enforcement
authorities believe this is related to a domestic dispute between [name redacted], the victim,
and a woman.
Mr. [name redacted], a convicted felon currently out on parole, was in possession of a
loaded pistol at the time of his arrest. I have asked that the State's Attorney explore any
possible charges related to the possession of this firearm and potential parole violations in
addition to the criminal activity that occurred in our community on October 12th. Moving
forward, I will continue to work closely with the Chicago Police Department and Cook
County State's Attorney's Office to ensure an aggressive prosecution of this case.
Several local businesses provided assistance, including video footage of this incident to the
police. I would like to thank them for their cooperation. Working together, we can maintain
a safe and healthy community for our families. (O’Shea, Message to 19 th Ward E-mailing
List, November 3, 2017).
The alderman pointed out that the suspect was a convicted felon and included the location of his
arrest, an address in Hyde Park, a neighborhood that is several miles away from Beverly. Another
email, sent by one of the beat facilitators to her beat mailing list, also demonstrates the deliberate
detachment of the crime from place. The beat facilitator wrote:
Kudos to our dedicated 22nd District personnel and the Chicago Police Department's
Fugitive Apprehension Unit for the great police work leading up to the arrest of [name
redacted], a violent convicted offender and certified gang member who was out of prison
on parole on November 2nd, the day of his arrest. [Name redacted] has been accused of
being the shooter who wounded another known gang member based upon what is believed
to be a domestic-related dispute on the 2100 block of West 95th Street on the afternoon of
October 12th. Neither the victim nor his assailant reside in the 22nd District, so [the
individual’s] eventual arrest was particularly praiseworthy because the victim reportedly
refused to press charges or even identify the shooter to the police (Kleinman, Message to
Beat 2221 E-Mailing List, November 7, 2017).
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The beat facilitator included the information that “Neither the victim nor his assailant reside in the
22nd District” and mentioned that both the victim and shooter were known gang members
(Kleinman, Message to Beat 2221 E-Mailing List, November 7, 2017). This detachment of crime
from place functions to separate the shooter from the location and to show that he was not a resident
of, and therefore not a sustained threat to, the neighborhood. It framed the crime as an outside
problem which happened to trickle into the neighborhood, rather than symptomatic of a problem
rooted in the community. These detachment and minimization strategies allowed residents to
perceive this crime as one that will sometimes happen to other people when you live in a big city,
and preserved the residents’ sense of place in Beverly as safe and secure.
Conclusion
Research on collective efficacy and crime has typically measured the willingness to act by
asking residents to rate the likelihood that their neighbors would intervene in proposed scenarios.
As a result, the typical operationalization of collective efficacy reflects residents’ beliefs about
willingness to act, rather than empirically measuring direct action (Hipp and Wo 2015; Matsueda
and Drakulich 2015), leaving some gaps in our knowledge about the social processes by which
residents becoming willing to act for the common good of their neighborhood. This study of
community responses to crime in Beverly provides a much-needed empirical analysis of the
activation of collective efficacy. This chapter demonstrated the importance of sense of place in
residents’ assessments of the threat posed by neighborhood crime. That sense of place
encompassed an understanding of Beverly’s setting in a large urban metropolis that carried with it
an expectation of routine urban crime. Accordingly, residents couched their assessments of
neighborhood safety in relativity, judging the safety of their own neighborhood against their
perceptions about safety and crime rates in other Chicago community areas. As a result, some level
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of urban crime was in line with their vision of what was acceptable in a safe Chicago neighborhood.
This place-sensitive evaluation resulted in neighborhood residents largely describing their
neighborhood as safe, even though it was not crime-free. When crime did occur in their
neighborhood, the nature and location of crimes affected the degree to which Beverly’s residents
expressed concern and felt threatened, and consequently affected the likelihood of residents
responding on a collective level. Residents did not express great concern or fear as a response to
crimes that they perceived to be routine urban crime. Property crimes and even some violent
crimes fell within residents’ expectations for the kinds of crime that were viewed as inherent to
city life. The occurrence of these crimes were unlikely to trigger neighborhood collective action.
Residents were more likely to view instances of crime as a serious problem when it occurred in a
place or manner that was unexpected based on their understandings about the daily routines and
expectations of life in their urban neighborhood. These unexpected crimes violated their sense of
their neighborhood as a safe, secure, and stable place. Consequently, residents were more likely to
act by sharing information, increasing surveillance and reporting, holding community meetings,
and/or changing their own behaviors in an effort to reduce their likelihood of victimization.
Determinations about whether crimes were routine or threatening depended on contextual factors,
such as time, location, manner, “blameworthiness” of the victim, and offender’s relationship to the
neighborhood, among other factors. Further, concern about even fairly serious crimes could be
mitigated by efforts to detach crime from place.
These findings speak to the literature on collective efficacy by demonstrating that while
capacity to act collectively may be high, capacity for action does not guarantee a response in all
instances of crime. Rather, how a neighborhood’s residents contextualize community problems
and their own expectations for routine behaviors and occurrences in their neighborhoods may
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matter most, even beyond the severity of an instance of crime. This chapter also demonstrates the
role that local leaders and neighborhood organizations play in shaping community responses by
framing crime as either detached from, or threatening to, place.
It is somewhat startling that in a low-crime, high efficacy community like Beverly, even
some violent crimes are reacted to with tempered concern and little community action. These
findings carry a few important implications for issues of neighborhood crime and inequalities.
Because sense of place seems to matter so much in motivating collective responses to crime by
residents, communities where the sense of place includes crime will faced increased challenges in
motivating residents to act. This is not to suggest that residents in those neighborhood are more
willing to live with crime than are the residents of Beverly. Rather, it should be understood to
suggest that if the sense of place in a neighborhood includes a wider array of crimes as routine,
residents may be more likely to view their own action as futile. That is, they may be more likely
to feel that intervening is inefficient, ineffective, and perhaps even dangerous. In other words,
places where people perceive crime as expected and routine, may also be places where residents
struggle to facilitate collective efficacy. Residents in high-crime neighborhoods may potentially
view more severe crimes as unavoidable and inherent to their neighborhood life, and therefore may
be discouraged from working collectively to solve problems. Perhaps worse, even in those places
where residents do attempt to respond collectively, if neighborhood institutions, local politicians,
and police view neighborhood crime in this way, residents may struggle to get the institutional
support that is vital for tackling neighborhood crime problems, further diminishing their capacity
for efficacy.
The findings in this chapter highlight the cultural context of collective efficacy and
neighborhood crime. Crime has largely been treated by urban and community researchers as an
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objective indicator of the breakdown of social control in a neighborhood. Consequently, the role
of context in shaping how residents perceive crime, and even tolerate some crime, has been
overlooked. Beverly’s residents expected some level of routine urban crime to occur in their
neighborhood. Despite their high collective efficacy, residents did not view every occurrence of
crime as symptomatic of a neighborhood problem. Beverly’s residents were able to view crime in
this way because they did not link the cause of crime to their own community, but rather saw it as
an “invasion” of the social ills of other communities. Crime did not signal a breakdown in their
neighborhood, but rather signaled the threat posed by breakdown in other communities. This
perspective allowed residents to keep their sense of Beverly as a safe place intact and turn their
collective efficacy and informal social control efforts toward defending their neighborhood from
external threats. This process of neighborhood defense will be discussed extensively in the next
chapter.
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CHAPTER 6: NEIGHBORHOOD DEFENSE AND THE MAINTENANCE
OF STABILITY

“In business, politics, economics, both the younger and the older generations of Beverly may be
flexible and even innovative, but their homes and neighborhoods are bastions of security that are
threatened by the prospect of change” (1972:237).
--- Andrew M. Greeley, That Most Distressful Nation

The findings from Beverly suggest that when residents are strongly attached to their
neighborhood, they become more willing to act on behalf of the common good, or in defense of
neighborhood interests. Willingness to act is advanced into action when it is well-supported by
trust, cohesion, social capital and other neighborhood resources. Action may be instigated by
proposed changes or disruptions to the status quo, for example (and as was demonstrated in
Chapter 5), by the occurrence of crimes that violate residents’ expectations for neighborhood
routines. While crime has been the classic neighborhood problem addressed by collective efficacy
research, efficacy may also be activated by other potential changes, many of which are much more
mundane than crime. For example, in Beverly, residents addressed issues such as traffic, loitering,
school closures, damaged sidewalks, vacant homes, and “problem” businesses. The everyday
methods that residents in Beverly used to activate their collective efficacy in response to these
challenges contributed to the maintenance of their neighborhood’s stability.
Very little scholarly attention has been given to efforts to resist urban change or to the
processes that promote community stability (DeSena 2005; Sampson 2012). Sampson (2012:67)
called on researchers to address this gap in urban and community sociology by invoking “a
simultaneous concern for processes and mechanisms that explain stability, highlighting forms of
neighborhood social reproduction” (Sampson 2012:67). His suggestion draws attention to the fact
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that much of urban sociology has focused on poverty rather than affluence, on neighborhood
change rather than stability, and on deterioration rather than the reproduction of neighborhood
conditions. Beverly serves as a site of affluence, stability, and has persisted in reproducing these
conditions for several decades. Consequently, its study serves as a unique opportunity to examine
the oft-overlooked concept of neighborhood stability. The need to operationalize stability for the
purposes of quantitative inquiry has resulted in a somewhat narrow conceptualization of
neighborhood or residential stability as measured by the percentage of residents who have lived in
the same household for the past five years (Schieman 2009). This view of stability assumes, but
empirically overlooks, other aspects that contribute to the persistence of favorable neighborhood
conditions. For example, it is possible to get an influx of new residents who are well within the
socioeconomic strata of old residents in the neighborhood, who share similar values and
expectations with old residents, and who are equally willing to work toward the common goal of
maintaining the conditions of the neighborhood into which they have moved. Beverly is an
example of a neighborhood that has demonstrated stability despite a growing population of new
residents, evidenced by the increasing proportion of residents who identify as African-American
from .1% in 1970, to nearly 14% in 1980 (Moore 2014) and about 34% of the population in 2010
(Sampson 2012). Ethnographic research allows for a broader study of neighborhood stability,
widening the lens to examine multiple facets that contribute to the reproduction of desirable
neighborhood conditions.
In addition to being highly efficacious, Beverly also serves as an interesting case because
it is stably diverse. Stably diverse neighborhoods are those where “high levels of racial/ethnic
diversity have persisted over multiple decades” (Lumley-Sapanski and Fowler 2017:87). The study
of "neighborhood change” has perhaps over-relied on theorizing how racial and ethnic shifts serve
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as a precursor to residential and economic instability in neighborhoods – an assumption which
belies the reality of the increasing number of stably diverse neighborhoods, such as Beverly, that
are exist across the United States (Lumley-Sapanski and Fowler 2017; Perry 2017). This chapter
demonstrates how residents in Beverly use various strategies of neighborhood defense to maintain
stability, including diversity, in their community. A defended neighborhood is “a residential social
system that shuts itself off from other areas and nonresidents through social or physical
mechanisms” (Schwirian 1983:87) in an attempt to safeguard shared identity and way of life in
their community (Green, Strolovitch, and Wong 1998). Examining collective efficacy and
neighborhood defense in Beverly also allows for an analysis of the potential negative consequences
of high efficacy and social capital. In particular, these conditions can lead to the exclusion of and
discrimination against black people in the neighborhood, including residents. The efforts by
residents to remedy the fallout of implicit biases and racism in neighborhood defense demonstrate
how stable diversity, and neighborhood stability more generally, are maintained through
neighborhood social processes.
In this chapter, I will offer an expanded discussion of the defended neighborhood thesis
and envelop it into a more comprehensive theory of collective efficacy. I move beyond just labeling
Beverly as a defended neighborhood, and instead offer an analysis of how residents of Beverly use
collective efficacy to activate their sociocultural milieu and social capital for the purposes of
defending their neighborhood from undesirable changes and influences. Further, I discuss various
strategies and mechanisms of defense that residents employ in Beverly, with attention to the
implications for the potential negative implications for black residents in the neighborhood. I will
also end the chapter by providing a case study of the Southside Irish Parade, which illustrates how
neighborhood defense was used to eliminate crime and disorder during this event in Beverly. This
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case also serves as an example of how neighborhood defense operates in a racially heterogeneous
neighborhood and in a scenario where the defense was not based on racial exclusion. This in-depth
analysis of neighborhood defense draws on all of the elements of collective efficacy discussed thus
far in the dissertation, providing a contextualized demonstration of the social processes of
maintaining neighborhood stability.
Suttles’ Defended Neighborhood Theory
The concept of neighborhood is complex and multi-dimensional (Small and Newman
2001). It refers not only to a geographic space that encompasses the routine daily activities of
residents, but also the term implies the existence of a set of social relationships within its
boundaries, the shared fate of residents, and an identity that is recognizable both inside and outside
of the neighborhood (Suttles 1972). The dynamics of neighborhood change have long been a focus
for urban sociologists, as well as for other social scientists who seek to understand the determinants
of neighborhood stability or deterioration. With the pursuit for stability in mind, Suttles (1972:234)
conceptualized the “defended” urban neighborhood, noting that “people want to live in a ‘good
area’ where they feel reasonably safe and are a known distance from those people they distrust.”
Suttles (1972) theorized that residents have cognitive maps of their cities and neighborhoods, and
that they defend the boundaries of their neighborhood from those who are socially different
through various defense mechanisms. In an effort to preserve desirable neighborhood conditions
and minimize social difference, “the defended neighborhood marks itself off from adjacent ones
and is most likely to emphasize those attributes it can lose” (Suttles 1972:252). Racial, ethnic, and
class difference are the traditional examples of “threatened” attributes, but Suttles noted that social
difference is not limited to these categories, but may include merely the cohesiveness that arises
from sharing the same space. He went on to elaborate that “By far the most common type of
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cohesion said to exist in all types of neighborhoods is a positive and sentimental attachment to
neighbors, local establishments, and local traditions, to the exclusion of other persons,
establishments, and traditions” (Suttles 1972:35). Suttles linked sociocultural milieu to
neighborhood defense by arguing that offenses against these types of cohesion may motivate
defensive action.
In addition to defining the defended neighborhood as a typology of urban communities,
Suttles described the establishment of boundaries and strategies for defense. While physical and
enacted boundaries demarcate neighborhoods, there are also institutional and individual strategies.
Suttles (1972:235) pointed out that on an individual level, residents, particularly those who are
“sessile because of their jobs”, may rely on cultivating their neighbors “to the point that they come
to share a personal covenant, look out for one another, and exempt each other from the general
suspicions and defensive provocations which are so productive of the violence, insult, or damage
that neighbors fear in the first place.” Suttles (1972) also suggested that while street gangs fighting
for turf are commonly thought of as neighborhood defense, also included should be more subtle
methods, for instance doormen, restrictive covenants, and zoning laws. Despite Suttles’ broad
definition of defense mechanisms, urban sociology has under-explored the variety of methods that
residents use to defend their neighborhoods. In the next section, I turn to a review of the more
recent literature on defended neighborhoods.
Application of the Defended Neighborhood Framework
Empirical work on defended neighborhoods is scarce. A few recent quantitative studies
have found support for the defended neighborhood framework in explaining racially motivated
crimes (Grattet 2009; Green et al. 1998; Lyons 2008). Green and colleagues’ (1998) study of bias
crimes in New York City neighborhoods found that racially motivated crimes were significantly
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affected by the interaction between a minority group’s in-migration and a neighborhood’s length
of white homogeneity. Further, neighborhood economic conditions did not have an effect on bias
crimes, suggesting that the threat to white homogeneity was the main motivation for these bias
crimes, which the authors argued parallel the findings in ethnographies of white defended
neighborhoods (Green et al. 1998). Lyons (2008:378) confirmed the findings of Green et al. (1998)
that anti-black crimes are more likely in longer-standing white neighborhoods with recent black
in-migration, but “only in white communities whose residents express a strong sense of community
attachment” (emphasis in original). Lyons (2008:378) went on to argue that, “The defended
communities’ perspective…seems best suited to explain the patterns for anti-black hate crimes.”
Grattet (2009) found that non-white in-migration had a greater effect on bias crimes in
neighborhoods with a high percentage of whites as compared to low percentage white
neighborhoods, which he also argued confirmed the applicability of the defended neighborhood
framework. Grattet (2009) also suggested that more socially organized neighborhoods may have
access to the use of things like private security forces or restrictive covenants, whereas less
organized neighborhoods may have to resort to bias crimes or street gangs to defend themselves.
While lending support to the contemporary relevance of the defended neighborhood
framework, these studies use a very limited application of the theory, focusing on only one
defensive mechanism: bias crimes. Bias crimes are an extreme and overt form of neighborhood
defense, however, focusing in on only bias crimes centers the analysis on white neighborhoods
and white “fight” against non-white in-migration. This narrow conceptualization of neighborhood
defense limits the applicability of the defended neighborhood model, which can offer a much more
comprehensive analysis of how neighborhoods struggle to maintain stability. In studying a broader
array of defense mechanisms, we will see that there are numerous other more subtle social
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processes and mechanisms, beyond bias crime, for defending a neighborhood. Further, in
expanding the conceptualization of perceived threats and challenges to the neighborhood status
quo, we can examine the variety of changes that become catalysts for neighborhood defense and
civic activism.
Studies by Buell (1980) and DeSena (1994) took a broader perspective to studying the
defended neighborhood and analyzed defense mechanisms other than just racially motivated
crimes; however, both of their studies still focused on defense of white neighborhoods against
racial change. Buell (1980) used the defended neighborhood framework to analyze South Boston’s
opposition to busing and school desegregation in the 1970s. He applied a framework of four
relationships that served as the basis for the defended neighborhood, demonstrating how South
Boston met each type: (1) shared perceptions of common plight by residents, (2) shared feelings
of safety and community by residents, (3) supportive social networks, and (4) willingness of at
least some residents to use literal (coercive) defense mechanisms. Buell (1980) argued that in
viewing South Boston as a defended neighborhood, their resistance could be understood as more
complex than racism, but as having roots in a deeply cohesive neighborhood identity, geographic
isolation, and a historic recalcitrance to outsiders. Buell found that South Boston residents used
strategies of selective recruitment and selective expulsion in order to defend their neighborhood
from unwanted newcomers.
DeSena’s (1994, 2005) study of predominantly white, working-class Greenpoint in
Brooklyn demonstrated how white residents used informal housing networks to segregate
Hispanics into the north end of the neighborhood. For example, Greenpoint homes were rented or
sold by “word of mouth”, whereby neighbors, especially local women, served as informal brokers
and sponsors to those seeking housing in the neighborhood. Further, white residents had unspoken
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pacts with one another not to sell or rent to people of color, and occasionally white residents used
intimidation to enforce the pacts when it appeared that a homeowner was considering accepting
non-white tenants or buyers (DeSena 1994). If realtors were used, only those realtors who were
trusted to target white buyers were hired. Very often, the realtors were white residents of
Greenpoint. In this way, residents maintained segregation in the neighborhood by restricting access
to available properties (DeSena 1994). DeSena (1994:318) argued that in addition to the efforts by
residents, “Local institutions of religion and politics have contributed to Greenpoint’s success in
remaining a defended neighborhood.” The local Catholic churches also perpetuated segregation in
the neighborhood by holding separate masses for English-speaking and Spanish-speaking
members, and even held those masses in separate parts of the same churches (DeSena 1994).
Lastly, local politics promoted segregation by playing on racial fears to earn votes for white
candidates and by gerrymandering to keep Greenpoint in white voting districts (DeSena 1994).
A commonality of all of the studies discussed above is that the main source of change being
defended against was racial/ethnic: non-white in-migration (Green et al. 1998; Grattet 2009; Lyons
2008), busing and school integration (Buell 1980), and residential integration (DeSena 1994). This
research demonstrates the strength of the defended neighborhood framework in explaining
neighborhood resistance to change; however, the narrow scope of these studies mean that the
findings cannot be used to explain what neighborhood defense may look like in racially
heterogeneous communities. Expanding the use of the defended neighborhood theory beyond
white neighborhoods and racial exclusion will broaden the framework’s appeal for explaining
community activism and its foundations.
Maria Kefalas’ (2003) study of “Beltway” demonstrates the usefulness of using the
defended neighborhood framework in this broader sense. Kefalas (2003) considered social
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disorder more generally as the main threat to the defended neighborhood. Kefalas (2003) drew on
the defended neighborhood framework to explain efforts to curb disorder in white and Hispanic,
working-class “Beltway”, a neighborhood on Chicago’s southwest side. She highlighted the
residents’ strong sense of Beltway as a distinct place, and their belief that it was “the last garden”
in Chicago. Driven by their fears of crime, visible disorder, poverty, and racial turnover, as well
as Beltway’s location “sitting on the edge of the ghetto”, residents defended their neighborhood
through mechanisms like civic organization and vigilantly maintaining appearances of cleanliness
and order. Kefalas’ (2003:61-62) characterized Beltway as a defended neighborhood and argued
that the residents strong “sense of place serves as a potent catalyst for civic activism.” While race
was a factor in Beltway’s neighborhood defense, Kefalas (2003:5) also pointed out that, “What
Beltway residents want to defend goes beyond the old notions of racial antagonisms and fear. The
people of Beltway seems to share a collective understanding of how their place ought to look and,
in a philosophical sense, how its residents ought to be.” These findings suggest that demographic
difference does not tell the entire story in neighborhood defense, and therefore it is important for
research to examine the place-based and “local cultural processes that generate neighborhood
defenses” (Grattet 2009:148).
The Dark Side of Collective Efficacy and Neighborhood Defense
Researchers have suggested, although rarely empirically observed or tested, that there may
be a “dark side” to high neighborhood collective efficacy and social capital (Portes 1998; Sampson
et al. 1999; Clampet-Lundquist et al. 2011; Sampson 2012). Sampson (2012:212) argued that “In
the pursuit of informal social control and collective goods, there is the danger that freedoms will
be restricted unnecessarily and that individuals will face unwanted or unjust scrutiny.” In another
paper, Sampson and his colleagues specifically cited the racial exclusion of defended
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neighborhoods as an example of how “social capital can be drawn on for negative as well as
positive goals” (Sampson et al. 1999:636). They went on to argue that “social capital (and by
implication, collective efficacy) has a valence depending on the goal in question” (Sampson et al.
1999:636).
Because collective efficacy facilitates informal social control, perceived strangers in high
efficacy neighborhoods may find their mere presence closely surveilled by neighborhood
residents. For example, the negative effects of high neighborhood collective efficacy were
demonstrated through the narratives shared by participants in the Moving To Opportunity program
(Clampet-Lundquist et al. 2011). Teens who moved from high-poverty neighborhoods to lowpoverty neighborhoods often garnered negative attention and unwarranted surveillance and
scrutiny from residents and police in their new neighborhoods in the course of their routine
activities (Clampet-Lundquist et al. 2011). There is a susceptibility for neighborhood informal
social control to result in undue suspicion, exclusion, intimidation, discrimination, or even criminal
behavior by residents against perceived outsiders. In American neighborhoods, black people are
particularly vulnerable to this kind of discrimination because of a social psychological conflation
of blackness with disorder. For example, research demonstrates that “Americans hold persistent
beliefs linking blacks and disadvantaged minority groups to many social images, including but not
limited to crime, violence, disorder, welfare, and undesirability as neighbors” (Sampson and
Raudenbush 2004:320). This type of cultural stereotyping results in implicit biases, so that even
though an individual may not hold personal racial animus, they may still act in discriminatory
ways that can lead to the exclusion, scrutiny, and/or other forms of prejudice against black people
in their neighborhoods (Sampson and Raudenbush 2004). Because processes of collective efficacy
rely so heavily on strong cohesion, they carry a susceptibility for exclusion. This phenomenon
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needs to be considered as a likely consequence of high collective efficacy, especially as it pertains
to exclusion along the established lines of social stratification and inequality, such as race,
ethnicity, and class.
Neighborhood Defense as a Social Process
While initially theorized as a discrete neighborhood typology (Suttles 1972), other
researchers have suggested that “defendedness” may more aptly be conceptualized as a
characteristic of neighborhoods that varies in response to shifts in demographic and structural
conditions (Gratttet 2009; Green et al. 1998). I build on latter conceptualization and argue that
neighborhood defense is an integral process by which residents seek out and construct stability
through the maintenance of desired conditions and the prevention of unwanted change. The studies
reviewed above demonstrate the applicability of the defended neighborhood framework in
explaining community responses to the prospect of change. While these studies focused largely on
racial change, the neighborhood defense framework can be used to understand resistance to change
more broadly. Employing this broader perspective elevates the defended neighborhood from a
descriptive typology to a more useful framework for understanding the roots of efficacy, collective
action, and neighborhood stability.
Beverly’s Boundaries, Municipal and Cognitive
In order to fully understand neighborhood defense in Beverly, it is important to consider
the context of the neighborhood. The contemporary context should be situated as the lineage of
the historical context of the neighborhood and its residents as described in Chapter 3. Viewing the
neighborhood through the lens of its context allows for a relational understanding of community,
in which community forms primarily in response to the threat of decline. In this vein, Peter St.
Jean (2007:212) argued that, “In most situations, residents do not build a strong sense of
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community unless they have been faced with a common external enemy.” Suttles (1972:13), too,
pointed to a relational conceptualization of community. He argued that communities are best
understood as a result of their “foreign relations”, writing that, “Most likely, local communities
and neighborhoods, like other groups, acquire a corporate identity because they are held jointly
responsible by other communities and external organizations.”
Chicago is divided into 77 community areas that encompass one or more neighborhoods.
Suttles (1972:5), in discussing Chicago’s community areas, wrote that they “do not wholly
coincide with popular collective representations nor are they solely the contrivance of Burgess and
his students. Over time, however, they seemed to have emerged as the most durable and widely
used bases for describing the community life of the city and for devising a number of territorially
based programs, businesses, and administrative units.” The creation and recognition of these
boundaries, which both reflect and project neighborhood life, have structured life for the people
who live within the delineations. Chicagoans understand their city as made up of these “parts”,
each with its own identity and reputation.
A vital feature of the defended neighborhood is recognizable borders (Suttles 1972).
Beverly’s residents strongly identify as members of the community area called “Beverly.” The
city’s official boundaries for Beverly are 87th street at the far north end; Beverly Boulevard and
Vincennes Avenue on the east; 107th street on the south; and on the west side, the boundary runs
north on Sacramento Avenue from 107th street to 102nd Place, where it jogs east for two blocks to
California Avenue, then north to 99th street and east again to Western Avenue. The majority of
Beverly’s western border runs on Western Avenue, between 99th street and 87th street. Figure 23
(below) depicts the community area with its boundary streets clearly marked.
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Figure 23. Beverly and its Boundaries
Map adapted from: City of Chicago (2017)

Residents also have their own cognitive maps of the neighborhood, which Suttles (1972:22)
discussed as “part of the social control apparatus of urban areas” and noted that they “are of special
importance in regulating spatial movement to avoid conflict between antagonistic groups. In this
respect, such cognitive maps provide a set of social categories for differentiating between those
people with whom one can or cannot safely associate and for defining the concrete groupings
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within which certain levels of social contact and social cohesion obtain.” While some of Beverly’s
boundaries are firmly in place in the minds of residents, others are fuzzy, and these blurrings reflect
the tensions between some borders or the ease with which other boundaries are crossed. For
example, on the south side of the neighborhood, 107th street is the city’s boundary line between
Beverly and Morgan Park; however, there is some agreement among residents that the border is
actually four blocks south, along 111th street. For example, when I was soliciting interviews with
“neighborhood residents,” respondents sometimes asked whether it was okay if they “technically
lived in Morgan Park.” Their qualification of their location in Morgan Park as “technical” reflected
their belief that despite the city boundaries, they viewed themselves as Beverly residents. For
example, one interviewee began our interview by “confessing” that his address was actually in
Morgan Park, but throughout the remainder of our discussion he referred to the neighborhood he
lived in as Beverly. My conversation with Nora, a white resident of West Beverly, about her
childhood home provides an example of the confusion and blurring of the southern boundary.
JK: And how long have you lived in Beverly, or I guess that you’re parents’ house is
probably technically in Morgan Park, right?
Nora: Um…see I don’t know how the outlines are. I mean I guess they consider it Morgan
Park, but…
JK: So what did you consider it growing up there?
Nora: We considered it Morgan Park. I mean I always said I was from Beverly, to anyone
that asked me, because I always felt that Morgan Park was like, people looked down upon
Morgan Park. So I always said Beverly.
Nora’s comments demonstrate two points – the first is that the southern border blurs for a lot of
residents in part because the transition from Beverly to Morgan Park between 107th streets and
111th streets is rather seamless, featuring no visible differences. The residential blocks look similar
in this area, the business district along Western Avenue continues with qualitative similarities, and
the Beverly Arts Center and the Beverly Area Planning Association (BAPA) offices both sit on
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111th street. Further, BAPA’s intended services area is the “Beverly Hills/Morgan Park
community” (BAPA 2018a), reflecting the overlap of the two neighborhoods. However, as Nora’s
comments also demonstrate, the entirety of Morgan Park is not viewed as contiguous with Beverly
by many of the residents in this area. Marilyn gave an example of this distinction in her interview:
JK: So let me ask you, when you do tell people about this neighborhood, if they’re like,
“Oh, Marilyn, what’s your neighborhood like?” How do you describe it? What do you have
to say about it?
Marilyn: I used to say Beverly and then people in Beverly corrected me and said, “You
live in Morgan Park.” [Laughter]. So then I would say Morgan Park and then people
outside of the neighborhood would ask, “Where is that?” And I’d say, “Beverly/Morgan
Park” and most people in Chicago have heard of Beverly.
When I asked her about the difference between the two neighborhoods, she told me:
JK: Yeah, so let me ask you more about that. You’re saying that people in Beverly would
correct you and so do you feel like there’s a sort of perceived difference between the two?
M: Less and less, but yeah.
JK: What do you think it was?
M: Oh, sort of a class difference. Race difference, yeah, yeah.
Indeed, there are socioeconomic and racial differences between Beverly and Morgan Park.
As of 2014, Beverly was 56% white, 36% black, and nearly 6% Hispanic with a median household
income of $92,814 (CMAP 2017a). Morgan Park, on the other hand, was 30% white, 65% black,
and 3% Hispanic with a median household income of $61,447 (CMAP 2017b). But similarly to
Beverly, Morgan Park is highly residentially segregated and those parts of Morgan Park which are
most accepted as contiguous with Beverly are also the whitest - namely, the northwest corner of
Morgan Park, as can be seen in Figure 24 below, where the pink dots indicate white residents and
the blue indicate black residents.
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Beverly

Mt. Greenwood
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Figure 24. Racial Dot Map of Beverly, Morgan Park, and Mt. Greenwood
Map adapted from: Rankin (2009c)

Morgan Park’s east side also suffers from higher rates of crime and poverty, especially to the east
of the I-57 expressway. Interestingly, reflecting these differences, the east side of Morgan Park is
often “disclaimed” as part of the neighborhood by Beverly/Morgan Park residents. Samantha
described this distinction to me.
JK: Do you think there’s a different identity associated with being in Morgan Park than
there is Beverly?
Samantha: Oh yeah.
JK: What do you think that difference is?
Samantha: Oh, you know, Morgan Park is [considered to be] a “shady” area. And when
you start pulling in people from Mount Greenwood, you know, Mount Greenwood is the
holy grail of safety and so Mount Greenwood people look down on Beverly people because
it’s just unsafe over here. And so yeah, Morgan Park is just not safe and they’re doing it to
themselves [all said from the perspective of others, not Samantha’s viewpoint]. It’s just
weird. Because Morgan Park’s boundaries go so close over to Roseland and it crosses over
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the expressway and so whenever anything happens, like if somebody gets hurt or shot or
something, it could be Roseland, but the news will say it’s in Morgan Park and it’s like all
the way over on Halsted, but it will say “Morgan Park” and so people will say, “You can’t
go down the hill over into Morgan Park anymore.” And it’s not the case. We’re talking a
mile and a half east of us, not…
JK: Not the bottom of the hill.
Samantha: Right, right.
Chris and Jackie, a white married couple who lived in Beverly, had a disagreement amongst
themselves during our interview about Morgan Park’s borders.
Jackie: And people, like on Facebook, blow things out of proportion and they’ll be like,
like a guy was just shot on Saturday night or something. Did you see that?
JK: Like on 95th and the Dan Ryan or something?
Jackie: No it was like 108th and…it was like past 57 [the interstate] but they called it
Morgan Park and so people saw it on Facebook and they put it on [a Beverly Facebook
group] and I’m immediately like…
Chris: [Interrupting] Morgan Park is all the way over there [motioning east].
Jackie: No! Morgan Park is not. The place that the guy was shot isn’t technically, I don’t
think, Morgan Park.
Chris: I’ve seen on the Tribune, their dots of murders and stuff, and they call Morgan Park
like way into Washington Heights.
These conversations reflect that residents are continually negotiating their neighborhood’s borders
and thus the cognitive maps of their neighborhood to include those areas and social groupings
which they view as most in sync with their perception of what their neighborhood should look like,
and to exclude those that threaten that perception.
Beverly’s eastern border is another negotiation of the cognitive map, which again, reflects
racial, class, and safety considerations. The official boundaries, as seen in Figure 23 above are
Beverly Boulevard and Vincennes Avenue. In the cognitive maps of many residents however,
Beverly’s border is much further west than this, and often believed to be running along the Metra
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tracks, which run north and south and actually serve as the border between East Beverly and central
Beverly. In 2015 DNAInfo, an online neighborhood news source, launched an app that allowed
people to draw the boundaries of their neighborhood and asked readers to identify their
neighborhood and then draw out what they believed to be its borders. While admittedly not
rigorously scientific, this experiment does serve as illustrative and consistent with my findings
regarding cognitive maps in Beverly. Figure 25 (below) shows the results, with darker areas
indicating that more people included that area in their maps.

Figure 25. Cognitive Maps of Beverly
Source: Ali (DNAInfo, September 28, 2015)

The figure shows some disagreement about whether or not 107th street is the southern border, with
38 of the 78 participants mapping the neighborhood south of 107th street (Ali, DNAInfo, September
28, 2015). Another of the notable changes in color gradation is along the Metra railroad tracks. In
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comparing this map to the racial dot map in Figure 24 (above), it is quite easy to see that the
railroad tracks are in fact a marker of racial difference, with a higher density of black residents
living east of the tracks that west. The belief by some that east of the tracks is actually part of
another community area is likely due to the higher number of black residents in East Beverly, as
well as the desire to create a “buffer zone” between Beverly and Washington Heights. Washington
Heights, Beverly’s neighbor on the east, was 96% black in 2014, with a median household income
of $40,067 (CMAP 2017c).
On the northern border of the neighborhood, there is a great degree of recognition that 87th
street is the boundary line, in large part because on the north side the Dan Ryan Woods serve as a
natural boundary. The western border also fairly clearly sits on Western Avenue, and this boundary
is easily recognizable because while the east side of the Western Avenue boundary is made up of
the large homes of North Beverly, the west side is the suburb of Evergreen Park. Additionally, the
west side of the street is commercial, with large strip malls and megastores such as Wal-mart,
Sam’s Club, and Meijer lining that side of the street. The southwest border of Beverly continues
to run along Evergreen Park (a predominantly white suburb) and the farthest southwest
neighborhood of Chicago, Mount Greenwood - another majority white and relatively affluent
community. There is a great deal of community overlap between Mount Greenwood and Beverly,
for white residents who move freely between these neighborhoods for school and work, to eat and
shop, to play at parks, and to visit with friends and family. For white residents the border between
Mount Greenwood and Beverly is highly permeable, although for black residents the boundary is
stark as Mount Greenwood is perceived to be, and has historically been experienced by AfricanAmericans as a much less racially tolerant neighborhood.

187
Admittedly, neighborhood and community are difficult to define. The discussion of the
borders of Beverly demonstrates that there is some variation between municipal boundaries and
residents’ cognitive boundaries; however, all of these have relevance in defining the neighborhood
and in structuring residents’ day-to-day life. Additionally, while there may be some different
beliefs among residents about where the borders of their neighborhood lie, the important takeaway
is that residents do have an understanding of Beverly as a definable and distinct place that matters
in tangible ways. For example, neighborhood affects schools, health, policing strategy and
resources, property values, quality of streets and sidewalks, and the availability of parks and public
space. Beverly is at the top of the socioeconomic stratum of Chicago neighborhoods and its
residents are generally very happy with the conditions in their neighborhood. But Beverly also
rests in stark contrast to many of the other south side community areas, especially in terms of racial
demographics and relative affluence (refer back to Chapter 2 for specific breakdowns).
It is within this context of contrast, as well as the historical context of the white flight and
economic decline of Chicago’s south side, with which residents view their neighborhood. As a
result, residents feel the need to fight for the preservation of their community and work to maintain
their neighborhood conditions. The desire for this maintenance manifests in the sense that the
neighborhood needs to be defended from external threats such as crime and disorder, as well as
from any from any other changes perceived as threatening to the “quest for the good community.”
Residents take great efforts to defend their neighborhood via various mechanisms, and in the
section that follows I will discuss several of the ways that Beverly’s residents sought out stability
and acted to defend their neighborhood way of life.
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Neighborhood Defense Mechanisms in Beverly
In this section, I discuss several forms of neighborhood defense employed by residents of
Beverly in an effort to maintain stability and preserve their way of life. This is not an exhaustive
list of the defense mechanisms employed by Beverly’s residents, but the following examples serve
as a strong basis for understanding how residents use various forms and strategies to defend their
neighborhood. I will specifically highlight the use of physical barriers and street planning,
demarcating boundaries and displaying defense with signage, surveilling “strangers” and
“outsiders”, selective recruitment and selective expulsion, civic associations, fostering
relationships, and maintaining appearances, and racially motivated hate crimes and community
response.
Physical Barriers and Street Planning
A requirement of the defended neighborhood is that it has recognizable boundaries (Suttles
1972). Suttles (1972:234) suggested that these can come in several forms, arguing that in the “quest
for a good community” residents of a defended neighborhood “draw distinctions among areas and
ultimately boundaries between them.” He went on to argue that, “The ideal boundary is the
physical obstruction across which danger and traffic cannot advance at all…An alternative is to
select strips such as vacant land or rail lines where people ‘have no business’ and, since they are
inhabited only by trespassers, are dangerous places to cross” (Suttles 1972:234-5). Noting that
there are cases when neither of these alternatives are available, Suttles (1972:235) suggested that
“What often happens, then, is that rather arbitrary streets, passageways, or some kind of physical
marker are hit upon as a point beyond which the gradation in what people are like is said to make
a qualitative change.” In Beverly, the setting and policing of boundaries, albeit in routine and
mundane everyday ways, serves as a major source of neighborhood defense. Residents can fortify
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boundaries in passive and subtle ways, such as through zoning restrictions, security systems,
surveillance, “defensible architecture” and urban planning (Caldeira 1999). This latter form of
neighborhood defense is under-studied in sociology, and the exploration of the physical barriers,
boundaries, and structures in Beverly provides a great deal of insight into how neighborhood
defense and exclusion can be maintained under the guise of urban planning.
The residents of Beverly view “traffic” through their residential blocks as highly
undesirable, but most despised is the traffic that results from people who are just, as residents
would put it, “passing through” or “who have no business being in” the neighborhood. A major
source of complaints at the CAPS beat meetings were traffic problems. Residents frequently
complained to the beat officers at the meetings about cars speeding down their blocks, blowing
stop signs, blasting loud music, and driving the wrong way on one-way streets. Residents typically
blamed “outsiders” as the cause of this kind of traffic, although this estimate was likely an
overestimation. In fact, the beat officers at CAPS meetings frequently reminded attendees that they
most often pulled over local residents for traffic violations, and urged residents to try and prevent
traffic problems by sharing their concerns with their own neighbors. Despite this fact, the
perception that outside traffic is a threat to the safety and calm of the neighborhood fueled a great
deal of neighborhood defense in the form of traffic control and street planning. Beverly’s
residential blocks feature a great number of one-way streets designed to reduce the number of cars
that cut through residential blocks in order to avoid delays on the main arterial roads such as 95th
street, 103rd street, and Western Avenue. The use of one-way streets is so common that some areas
are difficult to access if the driver does not have a familiarity with the area or knowledge of the
entry points. For example, the residential area surrounding Beverly Park is cordoned off by one
way streets so that there are only four ways into the area (see Figure 26 below). Maplewood, the

190
street which runs along the park on the west, is not directly accessible from the arterial roads of
99th street or 103rd street. Cars must come into the neighborhood on Artesian Avenue, and doing
so from the south will bring drivers over four very large speed humps, ensuring that cars travel at
a safe speed on this block as well as reducing traffic by deterring drivers who take other routes in
order to avoid the cumbersome humps.
99th St.

Western Ave.

Artesian Ave.

Campbell Ave.

Maplewood Ave.

LEGEND
= speed humps
= one-way streets
Beverly
Park

103rd St.

Figure 26. Map of Streets Surrounding Beverly Park

Speed humps and other physical barriers complement one way streets throughout the
neighborhood. For example, if a driver heads south from Beverly Park onto Campbell, they will
have to contend with large traffic circles at the intersections of 104th, 105th, and 106th streets.
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Residents can petition to have speed humps and traffic circles put on their streets, and occasionally
residents at beat meetings asked about how to go about getting these barriers put onto their blocks
in order to reduce speeding and to deter unnecessary traffic more generally. At an August 2015
beat meeting, a representative from the alderman’s office was on hand to explain that in order to
get humps, residents needed a petition with signatures from 75% of their block; however, she also
confessed that because of the high cost of the installation of the humps, there is a five year backlog of applications at the ward office and no current available city funding to build more.
The street planning in North Beverly is perhaps the most interesting example of physical
neighborhood defense in that it creates a high degree of exclusivity and inaccessibility to the
northern end of the neighborhood. North Beverly features spacious homes on large lots and as of
2010 had a median household income of $124,435 (Paral 2013). This is in notable contrast to the
median income of its neighbors to the north and east who have significantly lower median incomes
(Paral 2013, 2014). While the northernmost border of the neighborhood is 87th street, the area
between 90th street and 87th street largely consists of the Dan Ryan Woods Forest Preserve, making
the north end of North Beverly accessible only by a few footpaths leading out of the woods. On
the south side of the woods, sit some of North Beverly’s most beautiful and most expensive homes.
While the forest preserve features hiking and jogging trails, playing fields, picnic pavilions, and a
sledding hill, “the Woods” do not serve as a hub of community life as do some of the neighborhood
parks. In fact, the Woods are more often characterized as a crime hotspot and a cause for concern
by residents than they are a beloved recreational area. For example, residents at beat meetings
complained about large underage drinking parties in the Woods, or about the fear that would-be
burglars and thieves could access and stealthily escape the neighborhood on its footpaths. While
the latter concern may be more reflective of crime anxiety than fact, it is true that the Cook County
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Forest Preserve Police and the Chicago Police intermittently have to clear out underage drinkers,
the majority of whom the police state are white and who come from Beverly or the nearby suburbs
of Evergreen Park or Oak Lawn. Another incident that has fostered the fear of the Woods was the
2003 mauling of two women joggers, white residents of North Beverly, by feral pit bulls. One of
these women died as a result of her injuries. So while the Woods are seen as a neighborhood
boundary and a buffer, they are also a source of fear that motivate defensive actions from the
nearby residents.
In 1995, the 19th Ward’s alderman, who herself was a resident of North Beverly, enacted a
street plan that virtually closed off North Beverly, citing concerns about the large number of nonresident drivers who cut through the residential blocks commuting to and from the 91st street Metra
station, or who use the interior blocks to avoid traffic congestion on the arterial roads of 95th and
Western Avenue (Miller, The Chicago Reader, October 26, 1995). The widely contested street
plan created only three points of entry into the neighborhood at 91st street, Leavitt Street, and
Damen Avenue (Miller, The Chicago Reader, October 26, 1995). All of the other side streets were
turned into cul-de-sacs which serve as barriers that do not allow traffic off of the arterial roads. In
addition, two traffic diverters were installed at the Leavitt and 91st street entrances. These diverters
control the flow of traffic so that neither serve as through streets. Figure 27 (below) depicts the
street accessibility of North Beverly. The neighborhood is very difficult to access and to navigate
within if the driver is unfamiliar with the entry points and street flow inside the neighborhood.
These traffic barriers serve as neighborhood defense mechanisms, in effect creating a gated
community but without the gates.
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Figure 27. North Beverly Street Accessibility
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Displaying Defense with Signs
Another important, although subtle, form of neighborhood defense is the use of signage to
demarcate neighborhood borders. While signs may be considered merely an aesthetic, discussion
of where to place signs and the highlighting of signs at certain occasions suggests that Beverly’s
residents view them as valuable forms of defense. For example, at beat meetings the beat
facilitators and the lead CAPS officer regularly suggested displaying “No Trespassing”, “We Call
Police”, and “Surveillance Cameras in Use” signs in homes. These signs were usually available at
the meetings for attendees to take home, or available upon request.
Signs were also used to demarcate the neighborhoods borders. Residents believed that
demarcating borders was an important form of neighborhood defense. For example, a sign that
read “Welcome to Beverly Hills” is located on 95th street near the eastern border of the
neighborhood, and a “Welcome to West Beverly” sign is posted near Beverly Park, just west of
Western Avenue on 103rd street. Residents value the placement of signs for the purposes of
deterring crime so much, that at a 2015 BAPA community meeting, residents of East Beverly
discussed the issue of crime in their part of the neighborhood, and discussed placing a sign on the
eastern border which read, “Welcome to East Beverly.”
At this point, a younger black man (likely in his 30s) stood up in the back of the room and
introduced himself. He let us know that he lived in East Beverly and that he had concerns
about undesirable conditions and people “spewing over” into Beverly. “We have to protect
the borders,” he said. “We are up against a war in the city and we are an island.” He was
concerned that there was no police representation because it was considered a safe zone
in the city. He told us that squatters have been an issue and that he and his fellow residents
try to self “police” the area, letting people know that they pay attention to what goes on
on their block. “I’d like to know, what can we do collectively?” He told us that he grew up
nearby and that he knew it used to be a problem area because, “we’re right there on the
border.” He added that he agreed with the woman who spoke earlier regarding East
Beverly, and that garbage cans and cleaning up could be helpful because it is a sign to
other people not to mess things up.
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That woman agreed with him, suggesting that maybe they could raise some money for a
sign that says, “Welcome to East Beverly” in order to demonstrate to people that they care
about their neighborhood.
The man agreed, saying that he thought the sign was a great idea. “These things are
cancerous. When I lived in Ravenswood, we worked to keep Ashland [Avenue] from
spewing over. We need to collectively say ‘This is our border’ because once it spews over,
it doesn’t stop. We gotta protect our borders. We gotta keep riff raff from spewing over.”

As demonstrated by the excerpt above, these residents explicitly linked demarcation of borders
with neighborhood defense, believing that a sign might deter criminals from entering and send a
signal that bad behavior would not be tolerated in East Beverly.
Another time when signs were heavily relied on was Halloween. Halloween in Beverly
raised concerns among many residents who believed that a large proportion of trick or treaters
came from outside of the neighborhood. There is a widespread belief that many of the AfricanAmerican trick or treaters come from poorer, less safe neighborhood to celebrate the holiday in
Beverly. While it is not clear exactly how many, if any, of the trick or treaters actually lived
elsewhere, it was true that the neighborhood’s safe streets attracted large numbers of children, and
the perception that many of these children were outsiders was accepted as fact by most residents.
Residents viewed the presence of non-resident trick or treaters with varying degrees of acceptance.
For example, neighborhood Facebook groups frequently featured criticism and sometimes even
vitriol toward the perceived outsiders, whereas attendees at beat meetings shared more tempered
concerns about the possibility that with these outsiders comes the threat of crime and disorder on
Halloween night. Other residents viewed the trick or treaters sympathetically, guided by the belief
that the children and their parents would not be safe trick or treating in their own neighborhoods.
The 19th ward office responded to the concerns by establishing trick or treating hours, and
distributing signs that residents could place in their windows to indicate the trick or treating hours.
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At beat meetings, the facilitators and officers also suggested turning off porch lights to signal to
trick or treaters that they should not stop there. In a hybrid of the border signs and the Halloween
home signs, large signs were placed along Longwood and within North Beverly noting the trick
or treating hours and stating explicitly that trick or treaters should be in costume (see Figure 28
and 29 below). The location and placement of these signs strongly suggests that they are a
defensive message directed at outsiders. The Halloween signs serve as an example of how residents
in Beverly used visible markers to indicate that they were actively monitoring and defending their
neighborhood, with the intention of deterring crime and unwanted behavior.

Figure 28. Sign on Longwood Ave, Halloween 2015
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Figure 29. Sign on Traffic Diverter in North Beverly, “Little Ghosts and Goblins in Costumes
Welcome Here Until 7pm”

Monitoring the Neighborhood and Surveilling “Strangers”
A major strategy of neighborhood defense is the residents’ informal crime control efforts,
which center on monitoring the behaviors in the neighborhood and carefully surveilling people
perceived to be strangers. Being able to monitor the neighborhood in this way required first,
building a familiarity with the people and behaviors that are “ordinary” on the block. Residents
prided themselves on the high degree of familiarity they have with one another and they credit this
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familiarity as the source of their relatively low crime rates. Skippy, an 83 year old white man,
expressed this belief.
JK: Why do you think crime is not a problem here?
Skippy: Well people are more aware of what’s going on, they’re watching more. And being
neighborhood-centric, you might say, you’re more aware of strangers, you’re more aware
of people and they’re more aware of you watching them. I think that has a lot to do with
it…
JK: What you said about, neighbors are watching each other and stuff, so do you think that
residents in the neighborhood are very keyed in when they don’t recognize people?
Skippy: Well yeah, I think that if there’s something out of the ordinary and these people
are there, they’re aware that they’re there. I mean all the way down the blocks, everybody
knows who the neighbor is and if anything were out of the ordinary, they definitely would
call [police].
Skippy highlighted the importance of generating familiarity with people, and with the ordinary
routines of residents on the block, as fundamental to keeping crime rates low in the neighborhood.
Gregory, a 38 year old white resident of Beverly who had lived there for eight years when we
spoke, described the process of deliberately familiarizing himself with normal behaviors on the
block.
JK: Yeah, so why do you think that’s [a strong sense of community] here and wasn’t, for
example [as he had stated], in other places you’ve lived?
Gregory: Yeah. I think a lot of it is the product of home ownership. I think when you’re
invested in the community financially, I think that makes you invest socially, right? You
want to know – some people call it the nosy neighbor syndrome and some of that is the
case depending on what you’re after, but it may be important to know, “Hey, did you get a
new car?” because you’re parking this new car or maybe that’s somebody else’s car that I
don’t know that’s parked in front of the house all of the time. And if it is, maybe we should
know who that is. And maybe not. Maybe it’s your cousin from out of town who is staying
with you or something like that. But these are a small example of things that can be just
valuable in talking to people and learning information about the community.
Residents used their expectations about “normal” neighborhood behaviors to inform their
decisions about who should be present in the neighborhood. For example, Felicia, a 37 year old
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black resident of Beverly, shared with me her perception that there was an uptick in the amount of
outsiders in the neighborhood and she described to me an example of behavior that she viewed as
strange and out-of-place on her block.
Felicia: There was a man on the curb reading a newspaper yesterday, just on the curb, his
feet in the street, reading The Sun Times. And I thought that was something out of Men in
Black. If this was Men in Black, he would be the alien!
JK: [Laughs]. Yeah, yeah.
Felicia: It was weird. I don’t call the police on people, but I thought, “This is just weird.”
It’s not like there’s a bus stop. It’s just weird. There’s a lot of transient activity. Anything
I say is going to sound horribly classist and asshole-ish, but there’s something weird going
on, I’ll just say that.
Felicia provides an example of how behaviors need not be criminal or even disorderly to violate
expectations. While reading the newspaper is seemingly mundane behavior, for Felicia, it was so
outside the norm of expected routines on her block that it aroused her suspicion.
Residents were careful to monitor their blocks for out-of-place or suspicious behavior and
this self-policing was encouraged by the police department during community meetings and beat
meetings. For example, at a 2014 BAPA meeting, a lot of the crime prevention discussion centered
on the important role of the “nosy neighbor,” which is discussed in the excerpt from my field notes
below.
One of the attendees says that at her beat meetings, they have a saying: “Thank goodness
for nosy neighbors.” Nosiness was encouraged throughout this meeting as an effective
means of crime prevention.
Another resident chimes in at this point, stating that at a recent burglary prevention
workshop that he attended, five burglars on probation spoke on prevention, and when
asked what they were most afraid of when attempting to burgle a house all five answered
first and foremost: “nosy neighbors.” The resident added that people should keep that in
mind, they should ask questions, call 911 to report suspicious behavior, go to their beat
meetings, and to continue to pressure the alderman to keep police staffing in the district
high.
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Reporting suspicious behavior to police was a recurrent theme at the beat meetings that I attended,
with police and facilitators regularly reminding people that they should call 911 if they observed
anything that they believed to be out of the ordinary.
Facebook groups were also a major source for sharing information with neighbors about
perceived suspicious behaviors. There are multiple neighborhood Facebook groups totaling
thousands of members and these groups served as a channel for communication about the
neighborhood. In the example below, a resident shared her concerns about some suspicious
behavior.
This is something I feel I need to post. Something's not right, but don't feel I have enough
to call the police. Tonight after picking my daughter up from the 91st St. Rock Island I got
to the part of the woods where the street splits to one way at Pleasant. Right in the middle
of the street (on the north side going towards Winchester) a silver sedan was stopped right
in the middle of the street. I stopped at the split and waited for a few seconds, the car put
on its emergency lights and instead of pulling up behind them I went on the wrong side.
As soon as I did that the car started and as I was about to turn right onto Winchester the car
turned the same way. They didn't have the emergency lights on, but kind of pulled over to
the side, so as soon as I made my turn they put the lights on again. I slowed as I was getting
up to them and then looked in their window and at the same time my daughter and I said
"isn't that the same couple that did this the other night?" We are sure it's the same car, same
young man and female in it, but the other night it was coming from the 9:45 train. The
reason we know it's the same ones is that night a few days ago, they were stopped in the
same place, but never put their flashers on. I pulled up behind them and beeped at them.
Instead of driving away they pulled over to the left side. I stopped when I got next to them,
rolled down the window and asked them if there was something wrong or did they need
help. They looked at me and behind me where our big dog was sitting (had her window
half way down so they got they got the full view of her). Anyway, they said "no" so I drove
away. They didn't move that time. Seems suspicious that this is twice in a few days, at the
time someone would either be walking from a later train, or being picked up. They were
not there when I drove to the train, either times. For some reason my daughter and I both
were thinking this is a set-up and perhaps there was someone else standing in the woods
waiting for some "Good Samaritan to get out of their car (the houses right there are both
empty). Maybe we got lucky both times because the dog is in the car? We drove a couple
of blocks and discussed it and went back to get the license, but they were gone. Same car,
same people, silver sedan (newer, not one that would be breaking down in the same spot
within days of each other, later in the evening). Beware around there.
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In the comments that followed this post, co-residents encouraged the woman to call the police and
to “trust her gut” regarding the suspicious behavior. Later, the original poster replied again, saying:
I just got off the phone with the police, they agree, very suspicious, but I should have called
immediately and they would have been all over ‘considering where it is.’ They asked if I
thought they were waiting to rob people and I said yes… I just wanted to post this as a
warning for people who take those later trains, though I don't see many who walk at that
time and I always offer rides to those I see by themselves.
This example is not entirely unique, as these types of “warning” posts are made across many of
the various neighborhood groups to alert co-residents to suspicious behaviors or potential dangers.
Some residents appreciated the usefulness of Facebook and other social media as a tool for
neighborhood defense. Others expressed a great deal of disdain for these types of discussions in
neighborhood Facebook groups, arguing that the monitoring of perceived “suspicious behavior”
often resulted in the unwarranted scrutiny and surveillance of black people in the neighborhood.
Residents’ attempts to monitor the neighborhood were indeed susceptible to implicit
biases, and at times, operated in a racist manner that had discriminatory effects for black people in
the neighborhood. Black residents shared examples of times when they, or their family members,
were victims of unwarranted scrutiny, surveillance, intimidation, and harassment. Below is an
excerpt from my fieldnotes taken during a 2014 BAPA meeting held to address neighborhood
diversity.
Another black woman shared a story of how her husband was out for a jog at night in the
neighborhood and was stopped by someone who claimed to be a police officer, who shone
a flashlight in his face, and flashed a gun. The man asked her husband, “What are you
doing in this neighborhood?” Her husband responded that he lived here but the other man
didn’t believe him and followed her husband home. She argued that we need to be vocal
in our disapproval of these actions.
Another black resident described to me how he felt that there were some “closeted racists” in the
neighborhood, who occasionally caused problems for black residents.
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JK: People you know have been confronted by residents here?
Resident: Oh yeah. A friend of mine, he’s black, who lives in the neighborhood was
confronted by somebody walking down his block.
JK: Like asking him what he was doing?
Resident: Yeah. And this guy that confronted him was a police officer that lived in the
neighborhood, and was out drinking with his friends and confronts my friend who is just
walking home. His mother-in-law lives a block away from him. So he was just walking
from his mother-in-law’s house to his home and was confronted. By some good ole boys,
you know what I mean?
JK: It’s upsetting. Did he just have to defuse that situation and get outta there?
Resident: Yeah, just talked to him, told him who he was, was laughing. And he told his
father-in-law and his father-in-law came out and confronted the guy because the guy was
his neighbor. Like, “How dare you confront my son-in-law like that!”
JK: Yeah, I’ve heard a couple of other residents tell me similar stories. It’s not an isolated
incident. That happens here.
Resident: No, it’s not. It’s not. And it just so happens, you know, I don’t walk around the
neighborhood a whole lot. When we do, it’s during the day. So that matters.
This resident’s story highlights how efforts to monitor the neighborhood can result in the
harassment of black residents. The potential for this kind of scrutiny shaped his day-to-day
behaviors in the neighborhood, forcing him to carefully consider where and when he walked
through his own neighborhood. As the examples above demonstrate, the effect of the increased
scrutiny of black people in Beverly was sometimes confrontational, but at other times operated in
subtle ways. Below is an example provided by another black resident of the neighborhood, who
described to me how racism and intolerance sometimes “comes up in really benign ways.” She
went on to say:
Resident: I’ll give you an example. On the [local school] Facebook page, which is a public
page and it’s for information about the school, normally there’s no controversy there…And
someone from the carpool volunteer was kind of ranting and was like, “You know what,
we just put this new [school pickup] system in place. Can everybody please play by the
rules? It’s really frustrating!” You know, just kind of venting a little bit, but also reminding
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people to play by the rules. And everyone piles on, “Oh, you are a saint! You are wonderful
for doing this carpool thing!” You know? And then somebody came on and they were like,
“I know that the people that are breaking the rules are the ones that are not from the
neighborhood.” And I was like, what does that mean? So I guess what I’m saying is that
it’s always like these veiled things and coded things, like we know that when you say “not
from the neighborhood”…But I think there’s also this built-in assumption that, sometimes
when I’m seen moving about the neighborhood it’s like I don’t really belong here. That’s
the “other” feeling, the sense of otherness that I get sometimes. Like if I run out and I look
crazy as moms sometimes do [laughs], it’s like, “What neighborhood did you come from?”
Whereas I think other people in the neighborhood, white women that are just running out
with their hair pulled back, they don’t get the same level of, “Do you belong here?” And
it’s come in direct questions, it’s come in glances. On that particular carpool thing I was
like, you know honestly, if I make a mistake in the carpool line, because I’m brown, it’s
like a whole other thing – that you guys automatically assume that I’m not from the
neighborhood, which, who cares? But it’s like I’m more protective, like I follow the rules
even more so because I know I’m not just being judged as a mom who is having a busy
morning. I’m being judged as, “Well there goes another one. She’s breaking the rules. She
must not be from the neighborhood.” It sounds so silly when I describe it but that is the
sense that you get.
This resident’s comments reflect sentiments shared with me by other black residents in the
neighborhood as well – that because of their skin color, they had to work harder to “follow rules”,
act within the bounds of expected behaviors and routines for their neighborhood, and at times,
prove their membership as residents of the neighborhood.
High collective efficacy and social capital contributes to residents’ ability to successfully
monitor their neighborhood and impart informal social control in Beverly. This very likely
contributes to the relatively low neighborhood crime rates. However, as other researchers have
noted as well, there is a potential “dark side” to high collective efficacy and social capital (Portes
1998; Sampson et al. 1999; Clampet-Lundquist et al. 2011; Sampson 2012) and in Beverly, as a
result of implicit biases, the conflation of blackness with disorder, and sometimes racism, the “dark
side” plays out in the hyper-surveillance of black people. This has negative implications for black
residents, many of whom are faced with having to defend their presence in their own
neighborhoods and on their own blocks. Despite its serious drawbacks, the persistence of “nosy

204
neighbors” is also likely a defense mechanism that greatly contributes to the informal crime control
that keeps the neighborhood safe.
Selective Recruitment and the Insider Housing Networks
Another form of neighborhood defense is the selective recruitment of the “right” kind of
people (Buell 1980; DeSena 1994; Warren 1975). DeSena (1994, 2005) detailed how in
Greenpoint, Brooklyn, residents selectively recruited new residents through informal word-ofmouth housing networks, whereby homes were only rented or sold to those tenants who had been
informally “sponsored” by another resident. Residents also used intimidation to hold one another
to a pact of only selling to desirable, white newcomers (DeSena 1994, 2005). Similar forms of
selective recruitment can be found in Beverly today. Real estate and “For Sale” signs are still rarely
seen on front lawns in Beverly. The practice of posting signs was curbed in the 1970s in order to
obscure how many houses were for sale in an effort to prevent panic peddling, block busting and
the white flight which had devastated property values in nearby neighborhoods (Moore, Curious
City WBEZ 91.5 Chicago, March 26, 2014). While this practice is attributed to Beverly’s
successful integration (Moore, Curious City WBEZ 91.5 Chicago, March 26, 2014), many
residents also believe that the practice of not posting signs has been continued in order to disguise
the housing market and keep it hidden from undesirable newcomers. The housing market is strong
in Beverly and is greatly facilitated by word-of-mouth and through private postings in the local
newspaper or in neighborhood Facebook groups. As a result, it is difficult to move into the
neighborhood without already knowing someone who lives there or unless you work with a real
estate agent who is very familiar with the area. Samantha, a white woman who was a newcomer
to the neighborhood when she moved in ten years prior to our conversation, described how she
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believed that she overpaid for her house because she was unable to successfully navigate the
“insider” market.
JK: And so were there any sort of specific draws, as opposed to any of the other surrounding
neighborhoods? Was it just the house fit or were there other things that you knew and liked
about the neighborhood?
Samantha: Well, um…we wanted a large family so what drew us to the actual house is that
it had a lot of bedrooms. But we were very…we had no idea of the ins and outs of the
neighborhood. We didn’t understand why there were no signs posted in people’s yards.
Why it looked like no one [chuckles] was moving. Our real estate agent that we had was a
friend and so she wasn’t familiar with the neighborhood so she wasn’t getting a lot of
information either. And it was just sort of closed off so the listings that we were seeing, it
was just a weird sort of selection. We saw a Victorian over on maybe 107th and Wood and
it was just oddly placed and oddly set-up and it was like 2.375 bedrooms and it just
wouldn’t have worked. And then the basement was like a half basement. I went home that
night and had nightmares, ya know [laughs]? It was just houses like that. So in perspective,
the house that we have now is really nice. But for where it’s at, we paid way too much and
are in a bad place now because of that.
JK: Do you think that happened because of the way the market was sort of disguised? You
were saying that like, did you come to find out more about no for sale signs and things like
that?
Samantha: Right after we moved here. I found out about the different real estate companies
and how they work here and about how when you buy, you go with that company and when
you sell, you go with that company and they don’t advertise their houses outside of people
coming and going within that little group. And so we didn’t realize that until we got our
first BAPA newspaper that came to the house where you open it and you see the
advertisements, you know? That explains why you don’t see the housing prices and all of
that.
JK: Yeah, because I’ve heard that before. So that company, you’re saying that’s just kind
of insider knowledge? Buying and selling within the neighborhood word-of-mouth wise?
Samantha: Right, right. And there’s two or three of them that do that.
JK: Okay, yeah. Do you know anything about why that is or do you have any thoughts
about why?
Samantha: Um…well, it’s advertised that it’s to keep the home prices up, by not putting a
for sale sign in your front yard, that when people come into the neighborhood that they
have no idea how many people are leaving. That it keeps the neighborhood safe because
then, you know, then people don’t know if you’re leaving, if there’s a lockbox on the house,
and it keeps the housing market looking relatively stable to people coming in because when
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you go into the neighborhood and there’s a million for sale signs, it’s a red flag. So that’s
the way that I think they market it to the area. So that’s…
JK: You said “market it to the area.” Are you not fully convinced?
Samantha: I just, I’m a little skeptical. Because you know, we weren’t from the area and
we didn’t know. And I can’t help that I’m somebody who didn’t know - it just is a bad
selling point. It has its good selling points and it has its bad selling points which is that it
really leaves a lot of people out. You know? We didn’t know anything. And because our
real estate agent wasn’t familiar with this area either, and because the school that I worked
at was [nearby], I kind of knew what boundaries I wanted to keep my house on and I was
kind of skewed in certain areas. Like I thought that anything west or east of certain areas
were okay, that it meant a certain boundary of a school and come to find out that the
boundary of the school actually went further way over this way [west] but that the boundary
for this school went way this way [east]. And so I’ve been…we’re screwed for school. And
had we have paid way more for school, we would be in a much better situation now and so
now here we are. And we’re really having to consider our options and what we’re doing
and it’s causing a lot of problems because we’re now possibly having to move and it’s a
cause of a lot of family problems.
Samantha and her family found it difficult to navigate entry into the neighborhood housing market
because they lacked neighborhood network ties and social capital. As Samantha’s comments point
out, she believed that her difficulty entering the neighborhood was having long-lasting financial
effects for her family. This demonstrates how despite living in a relatively affluent neighborhood,
variations in people’s trajectories and entry experiences into the neighborhood can have lasting
effects for individual outcomes.
While newcomers sometimes faced difficulties in navigating the neighborhood housing
market, the movement of “insiders” within the neighborhood was often facilitated by their social
networks. Nora was a white woman with deep ties in the neighborhood, having grown up there
and having moved back after college. She had recently purchased a home and described to me how
the previous sellers had recruited her as a buyer because they felt that she was a good fit for their
block.
Nora: Oh yeah, people here will just flat-out say it. It’s like here and [another
neighborhood] are the only places where people will just flat-out tell you that they don’t
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want you here. Even when I was buying this house, the seller more or less told me, that he
did [sale] by-owner because he wanted to pick and choose because he didn’t want “certain”
people coming and trying to buy his house. It was like, okay… Because I know even a girl
that I know, well not the girl but her sister, put in an offer, and they just flat-out said, “No.”
They didn’t even try to negotiate with them.
JK: Was she black?
Nora: No. So I don’t know why. Because yeah, when I was coming here to look at the
house, someone was like, “I don’t know if they’re willing to negotiate. I heard the girl’s
sister put in an offer and they just said no and didn’t even negotiate.” And I’m like, “Well
maybe she really low-balled them and they were insulted.” But then when I came in, they
knew apparently that I was coming, and they were like, “Oh yeah! We heard about you!”
And I mean right away, “We’re willing to negotiate if you need to negotiate! And there’s
no garage, but we’ll come down in price to cover that garage.” I’m like, “Oh!” [Laughter].
That’s like a totally different vibe.
JK: Yeah, like I wasn’t gonna bring it up, but! [Laughter].
Nora: Right!
JK: So do you think they just really wanted to sell because they knew you and trusted you?
Nora: Yeah. And they were very worried about upsetting their neighbors because they were
super close. This is actually a super close block. Like they have their block party and then
they do a Christmas thing where they walk around to each other’s houses. They do a big
thing for St. Patrick’s Day I guess. They said that this block is just very involved. Even
these guys behind me, come to this block all the time to hang out.
JK: So they wanted a good fit?
Nora: Yeah, so they didn’t want to make any of their neighbors mad. And when I told them
how I knew all of these people, they were like, “Alright, this could be good.”
The divergent examples provided by Samantha and Nora demonstrates how social
networks can serve as social capital (here in the form of social leverage) which can facilitate
homebuyers’ entry into the neighborhood. Additionally, these examples show that residents in
Beverly control the entry of new residents by concealing and limiting the housing market and by
relying heavily on personal referrals and the informal sponsorship of people who are believed to
be “good fits” on a block. This finding supports Suttles’ (1972:236) arguement that “in elite
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communities…a personal referral is as necessary as cash to assure one the right of purchase.”
These examples also demonstrate that whiteness alone is not sufficient to gain easy entrée into the
neighborhood. Rather, in a neighborhood with very durable, insular social networks, newcomers
who do not have ties to the neighborhood are viewed skeptically, regardless of their race.
That being said, racism was not entirely absent from the informal housing markets of
Beverly. The strength of Beverly’s white networks and its former history as a white enclave
contributed to a climate of discrimination against black newcomers in some pockets of the
neighborhood. This kind of discrimination was uncommon, although not altogether extinct. For
example, one resident told me about a particular group of blocks in an overwhelmingly white part
of the neighborhood where neighbors were very upset when a house recently sold to a black family.
Resident: And there was like a big scandal last year, because the one neighbor sold to a
black family. So like three blocks were in an uproar over it. And it was like, “What is going
on?” And apparently they were like, “He said he did it on purpose because one neighbor
pissed him off!” And it was like this huge thing. I was like, “Oh well!”
JK: So how did you know about it?
Resident: People were all talking about it. Because [my friend’s] family lives on that block
and then [another friend’s] parents live on that block. So yeah, people were all talking about
it. And it was like this big thing.
Similar to the selective recruitment used in Greenpoint (DeSena 1994, 2005), some white residents
felt pressured to sell to certain types of buyers, usually other whites. Some residents even expressed
this as a sense of duty or loyalty to their white neighbors and as in the best interests of the
neighborhood more generally. For instance, a white man who was trying to rent an apartment that
he owned in the neighborhood told me in an informal conversation, “Yeah, I had all blacks come
through to look at it. The last lady was real nice, she works for the city. I think she’d be good in
there. But I kind of want to get some whites in there, you know, for the neighborhood.” This
resident’s belief that having whites in the apartment would be good for the neighborhood was not
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based in racial animus – rather it reflected his fears that too many black residents in the
neighborhood would result in white flight from Beverly. This fear stemmed from his personal
experiences - the nearby south side neighborhood that he had grown up in had “flipped” from
white to black in the late 1960s and was still suffering from the economic consequences of white
flight.
It is very likely that these sentiments are only shared this explicitly between whites;
however, despite being hidden inside white networks, the unease that it provokes is not invisible
to African-American buyers and renters. Lynne, a black woman who had lived in the neighborhood
for over 20 years, told me about the unsettling experience she had while house shopping in the
neighborhood in the 1990s.
Lynne: So we came over here and I remember the first house we went to, I literally
remember neighbors looking out of their windows when we walked into the house. I was
like, “Okay, this is interesting.” And we went to that house and then we went to the second
house in the same area and for that house the family was actually home while we looked
at it, which was super weird. Like the grandfather was sitting in a chair, it was just really
weird. This was a white family, and we felt really unwelcome as we looked at their house.
Also, it just wasn’t a nice house. Plus they were there! So we felt unwelcome, but then I
couldn’t pinpoint why I felt unwelcome. Is it because I’m walking through your house
while you’re here? Or was there something else? So I remember after the second home, we
said to the realtor, “Are you sure? You got us on the west side of Western, maybe we need
to go on the east side of Western.” And she said, “No, no. Just trust.” Because really she
probably knew that we couldn’t have afforded the east side of Western at the time!
[Laughs]. But I remember thinking it was beautiful, I had never seen this part of Chicago.
I thought I knew Chicago until I got here and I kept thinking, “Are you sure we’re still in
Chicago?” And maybe the second week that we looked and we looked at what is now our
house and really liked it. And took the punch! I never thought…I had like little things on
my list of what I would love in a house. Like I wanted a driveway, because I grew up
without a driveway and I just had a fix like, a special aura to having a driveway, and so
that house had a driveway, and it also had one bedroom that was really big. But what it had
too was it had one owner. And I just thought that was so special! We ended up meeting
her, of course, when we went back, maybe for the second or third time, she was there, and
the fact that she and her husband had built the house and they were the only people that
lived there and they had two sons who were maybe teenagers when they moved in so the
house didn’t have a lot of wear and tear on it. And she just looked at us, she was so sweet,
and she was like, “You’ll make a nice family here. Yeah, you’ll make a nice family here.”
And so it was like, how can we not buy this house now? So that’s how we picked the house.
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Lynne and her family were welcomed by their new neighbors and maintained close relationships
on the block, but her story demonstrates how black residents may face obstacles in their entry to
the neighborhood.
Neighborhood residents safeguard their strong community cohesion and solidarity by
selectively recruiting new residents who are perceived to be “a good fit” for the community.
Preserving cohesion and solidarity in this way bolsters collective efficacy and contributes to the
continued stability of the neighborhood. This process also imbues Beverly with an element of
exclusivity, so that entry may be difficult for residents who are not tied into neighborhood social
networks or who may vary in demographic ways from other residents. These variations can reflect
differences in age, marital status, class, ethnicity, and race. Black newcomers (as well as members
of other racial and ethnic groups) have been welcomed all throughout Beverly, but their
experiences suggest that the social integration of Beverly is still a work in progress.
Eliminating “Problem” Properties
Another defensive technique is the selective expulsion of “problem homes” and “problem
businesses.” This type of selective expulsion requires a strong institutional infrastructure and
entails using the city code to force the removal of “problematic” entities. Two major sources of
institutional support in this type of selective expulsion are the Beverly Area Planning Association
and the 19th ward office. One of BAPA’s main initiatives is Property Preservation, which they
describe on their website as, “BAPA staff works with local and city agencies to identify problem
properties and code violations. Then BAPA coordinates with property owners to get issues
corrected or resolved, or, when necessary, pursue problem properties through building court”
(BAPA 2018c). Alice, the Coordinator of Safety, Education, and Property Preservation at BAPA,
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described to me the process of dealing with problem properties and the benefits of a strong
neighborhood institutional infrastructure.
Alice: Someone who did the problem property housing got a new job and I was really
interested in it so I took over her duties. So with that I focus on foreclosures, or if there’s
a problem house on the block, I send the homeowner a letter and ask them maybe to cut
their grass or paint the house before we even involve the city. That way we don’t have to
waste the city’s resources. Sometimes a letter will help, and it will also give me the chance
to find out if they need help in some way and to try to help them to find help and resources.
JK: So when you do stuff like that, how often is that successful in changing whatever is
going on, improving the property’s upkeep?
Alice: Actually, quite a bit. And I mean, I don’t want to brag. Unfortunately sometimes
there are people who just ignore my letters and I might have to call the city and ask them
to go in and inspect. So even then it could be a success. We don’t generally single people
out. If we get a complaint about a house then we would reach out to the homeowner, unless
it’s just a horrible, horrible situation. But we see a lot of success.
JK: And then in situations when you’ve had to call the city, is the city really responsive to
those calls that you make?
Alice: Yeah, oh yeah. And we have a good rapport with the 19th ward, a good relationship
with them. They’re very responsive and they have a lot of connections within the city about
who to call. Sometimes the homeowners, for whatever crazy reason, they think silly things
like, “Oh, you have to do the alderman favors to get things done.” Which is just completely
insane, so they’ll call us thinking that we have better clout. But it’s not the clout, it’s the
relationship. We have a good rapport with them and we get a good response. And then we
all have relationships with different city departments too. And so sometimes we’ll just call
those departments directly.
There is no clear definition of a “problem home”, but Alice’s comments suggest that it is a term
used to describe unsightly or unmaintained properties. An email sent from the alderman to the 19th
ward mailing list with the subject line, “Problem Home at 10115 S. Wood St. Demolished” offers
support to this definition of “problem homes.” The email included pictures of a home demolition
and read as follows:
Today, crews began demolishing the long-vacant eyesore property at 10115 S. Wood St.
Vacant homes not only detract from property values throughout a community, they are also
a magnet for criminal activity. This home has been abandoned for several years; in that
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time it has become a nuisance on the block. The large yard has become significantly
overgrown and the home itself grows increasingly unstable and unsafe every day.
The demolition of this home will improve the quality of life on the block, as well as
contribute to public safety in the area. Throughout the last year I have worked closely with
State Representative Fran Hurley, the Beverly Area Planning Association, and the City of
Chicago Building and Law Departments to address this community problem. I appreciate
all of the time and effort that all parties put forth to make this happen. (O’Shea, Message
to 19th Ward E-mailing List, June 6, 2015).
Again, there was a focus on an “eyesore property” and the email also highlighted the strong,
coordinated institutional infrastructure that facilitated the removal of the home.
At CAPS beat meetings, police and attendees also frequently used the “problem”
terminology to describe neighbors who were bothersome, either because of criminal behaviors or
failure to maintain their homes. The CAPS officer regularly encouraged attendees to call the police
and report “problem” neighbors so that the police could come out and cite or remove people as
necessary.
Residents also worked to close or removal “problem businesses” from the neighborhood.
In a manner similar to the process in response to problem homes, BAPA and the 19th ward office
worked in cooperation with city and state departments to monitor and revoke the licenses of
“problem businesses.” Some examples of “problem businesses” are gas stations that sold watered
down gas and cigarettes to minors, a bar that residents complained had too much loitering and loud
noise after hours, and an adult sex toy store which was hosting late-night parties. In all of these
instances, businesses were shut down or suspended. In the case of the sex toy store, the alderman
reported receiving multiple complaints from residents (Swanson, Beverly Patch, January 23,
2015). The owner claimed that she had held a couples’ party and attendees brought wine and
cheese, but an investigation by the ward office, the police, and the Chicago Department of Business
Affairs and Protection found that the store did not have the proper licensing and shut it down
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(Swanson, Beverly Patch, January 23, 2015). The alderman was quoted in a news story as saying,
“This is a close-knit, family community. The fact that this type of business is operating in our own
backyard is disturbing” (Swanson, Beverly Patch, January 23, 2015). The reporter also concluded
at the end of the same article that, “It may also be a sign that it’s time [for the business] to move
up the street to Blue Island [the neighboring suburb]” (Swanson, Beverly Patch, January 23, 2015).
This commentary serves as an explicit example of selective expulsion efforts against undesirable
and “problem” businesses.
In addition to expelling problem businesses, the ward office also worked to selectively
recruit desirable businesses. One way that the ward controlled the types of businesses that opened
in the neighborhood is through liquor licensing. In Beverly, the area to the east of Western Avenue
is dry, meaning that the ward office does not grant liquor licenses to businesses in that area. Many
of the residents have decried this as a major reason as to why there are not better restaurants in the
neighborhood – a complaint shared by nearly every residents who I interviewed. During his 2015
re-election campaign, the alderman told a DNAInfo reporter that, “he's willing to work with any
business owner interested in changing the area's liquor laws — albeit for the "right" project…”
The reporter went on to write that, “O'Shea said he will not pursue a blanket effort to change these
restrictions. First, such a move would require a difficult vote from constituents. Overhauling the
current law could also open up these areas to the addition of unwanted nightclubs” (Ludwig,
DNAInfo, January 26, 2015). The liquor licensing limitations greatly facilitated the ability of the
alderman and the residents to decide what types of businesses open in their neighborhood.
A second example of selective business recruitment were the attempts to fill a four-year
vacancy in a large two story building on 95th street that used to house a Borders Bookstore. In
emails to the ward mailing list, the alderman stated that the ward had “aggressively pursued a new,
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high-quality commercial tenant” and gave examples of tenants that he had spoken to such as,
“fitness users like X-Sport and L.A. Fitness; high-end grocers like Whole Foods, Mariano’s,
Trader Joe’s, and Fresh Market; various retail users like Crate & Barrel, HomeGoods, Barnes &
Noble and many more” but that none were able fill the vacancy (O’Shea, Message to 19th Ward Emailing List, September 9, 2014). The alderman also noted that, “During that same time, I have
been approached by several low-end discount outlets, various day care providers, auto-parts stores,
laundromats and many other users that would not enhance the quality of life in our community”
(O’Shea, Message to 19th Ward E-mailing List, September 9, 2014). In 2015, a tenant was finally
secured – a medical health facility providing services for senior citizens. However, the Borders
building example demonstrates that even property vacancies are filled in a careful process of
selective recruitment.
Suttles (1972:234) described the “quest for a good community” as “among other things, a
quest for a neighborhood where one does not fear standing an arm’s length from his neighbor,
where one can divine the intent of someone heading down the sidewalk, or where one can share
expressions of affect by the way adjacent residences dress up for mutual impression management.”
By selectively recruiting desirable newcomers and selectively expelling “problem” entities,
residents of Beverly pursue their quest for a good community, and in doing so, vigorously defend
their neighborhood from the people, behaviors, and businesses which they deem incompatible with
their way of life.
Racially Motivated Hate Crimes and Community Response
While I have emphasized the use of non-criminal defense mechanisms, it is worth mention
that racially-motivated hate crimes did occur, albeit very rarely in the Beverly/Morgan Park area.
To my knowledge, there were three separate hate crime incidents during my time in the field, in
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2014, 2015, and 2017. In all three of these cases either cars, garages, trash cans, or buildings were
vandalized with racial slurs, swastikas, Ku Klux Klan imagery, and/or anti-black language. The
graffiti was not always directed at the homes of black residents. These crimes were always taken
seriously by the ward office and by police; however, these same groups also communicated their
beliefs that the culprits were likely local teens. Research suggests that youth are more likely to
perpetrate hate crimes than are adults (Lyons 2008; Strom 2001). Lyons (2008:361) offered an
important reminder that even though local youth may be the perpetrators, this does not entirely
absolve communities from blame as, “Even if communities do not directly approve of racist hate
crime, youth may perceive outgroups in certain communities to be out of place and attack with the
perception of community support.” Consequently, racially-motivated hate crimes may
appropriately be categorized as defense mechanisms, even if perpetrated by youth.
The literature has largely focused on racially-motivated hate crimes as defense
mechanisms, but has not adequately considered cohesion-building counter-movements as
defensive as well. The majority of residents in Beverly do not share racist attitudes and a growing
contingent of residents are actively working to defend their neighborhood from racism,
discrimination, and bigotry. The emergence of the Southwest Chicago Diversity Collaborative
(SCDC) during my time in the field is a prime example of these defensive measures. The SCDC
formed to promote diversity in the neighborhood and to foster a safe space for people of all races
and ethnicities to live. Its members work hard to educate other residents, respond to racial incidents
in the media and across social media, and to provide support to victims of racially motivated
crimes. Further, the SCDC works to keep pressure on other institutions, such as the police and the
alderman, to continue to defend the neighborhood from racism and bigotry. In this way, their
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actions can be interpreted as defensive in that they aim to maintain safety and a high quality of life
for all residents of the neighborhood.
I began this chapter by arguing that neighborhood defense need not be racially-motivated,
but in providing a number of examples, I have also demonstrated that in Beverly, neighborhood
defense brings with it negative effects for black residents. The historical hyper-segregation of
black Chicagoans into neighborhoods with high levels of concentrated poverty has reinforced
implicit biases that conflate blackness with disorder. As a result, it is very difficult to parse out
racism and racially-neutral neighborhood defense efforts on Chicago’s south side. My analysis
suggests, however, that by and large, Beverly’s residents are far more concerned with keeping
their neighborhood free from disorder than they are with keeping their neighborhood white.
Unfortunately, their efforts to prevent disorder often run afoul of their race-neutral intentions.
Case Study: The Southside Irish Parade
Residents of Beverly widely believed that crime in the neighborhood was committed by
outsiders and generally viewed crime as symptomatic of the spread of disorder from other
neighborhoods. Their belief that the source of crime in the neighborhood was external operated to
motivate their collective efforts, as neighbors could easily unite against a common cause without
threatening divisions in their own cohesion. This cohesive and efficacious response was evident
in the community’s response to increased crime and disorder surrounding a very large community
celebration, the Southside Irish Parade. This case also serves as an example of neighborhood
defense that was not based on the exclusion of black outsiders, but rather on the exclusion of white
outsiders, demonstrating residents’ concern with the threat posed by outsiders, regardless of race.
Examining the community’s response also provides a contextualized application of the collective
efficacy model of neighborhood change (see Figure 2 in Chapter 1).
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The Southside Irish Parade began in 1979, when a Morgan Park resident named George
Hendry wanted to recreate the Southtown St. Patrick’s Day Parade that he had marched in down
79th street as a child in the 1950s (Kennedy 2010). That parade had been moved downtown by
Mayor Daley in 1960 (Kennedy 2010). With the hopes of recreating a neighborhood St. Patrick’s
Day celebration, Hendry and his children recruited others from their block, and on Sunday, March
17th, 1979, 17 children marched around the blocks of Washtenaw and Talman between 109th and
110th streets in Morgan Park in the first annual Southside Irish Parade (Kennedy 2010). A reporter
from The Southtown Economist newspaper took pictures and ran an article, and the following year
in 1980, the event had to be moved down the street to Kennedy Park to accommodate the
approximately 500 spectators (Kennedy 2010). Two years later, in 1981, the parade was held on
Western Avenue and had exploded in size, with nearly 1,500 marchers and 8,000 spectators
(Kennedy 2010). In her book documenting the history of the Southside Irish Parade, Bridget
Houlihan Kennedy (2010:9) wrote:
Over the years, the parade became larger and larger, averaging between 250,000 to 300,000
spectators each year. In 2003, an estimated 375,000 people were in attendance, according
to the Chicago Tribune. Although the City of Chicago supplied police protection for all the
parades beginning in 1982, the local parade committee was responsible for organizing the
event’s financial support and held annual fundraisers to cover the various logistical costs
such as bagpipers, buses for school marching bands, and cleanup after the festivities.
Neighborhood families also got into the spirit of hosting post-parade parties and soon there
were numerous open-house parties for friends and relatives. Many families opened their
doors to anyone, and strangers were met with food, drink, and smiles.
The parade became a celebration that featured local residents, civic organizations, neighborhood
schools and churches, and city and state politicians (Kennedy 2010). President Obama marched in
the parade twice, once during his run for Congress in 2000 and once during his term as senator in
2005 (Kennedy 2010). He bragged to the prime minister of Ireland in 2009, that the Southside Irish
Parade was “one of the great events in America” (Garcia, ABC 7 Chicago, March 25, 2009).
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The Southside Irish Parade became a destination event in Chicago and “people from the
North Side were provided with a means of joining in the tradition through the numerous buses
sponsored by prominent bars and pubs” (Kennedy 2010:9). The event stirred mixed feelings in the
residents of Beverly, some of whom loved the day and celebrated by attending the Parade, hosting
parties at their homes, and visiting with friends and family. Other residents viewed the event as an
annoyance and disruptive to the neighborhood. Drinking alcohol became a part of Parade Day
celebrations over time, even for underage kids, and many of the white residents I spoke with
recounted taking part:
Haley: When I was younger, maybe like seventh, eighth grade, freshman and sophomore
year of high school, we would just get drunk and go up to the parade… I think it did start
to get really out of control and the fact that I just told you that when I was maybe 15, I
would, on the street, have alcohol on me and be drinking and kids my age were puking
everywhere and falling everywhere and kids my age were getting in a lot of fights. And I
knew people who would get arrested.
Anne: I’ve partaken in the Parade for many years. You know, growing up I went with my
parents and watched the Parade and I don’t think we’d ever go to any parties. And then
once we got older, it was like where are we going to drink?
One resident described her disappointment in the evolution of the parade over time into an event
that became associated with alcohol:
Grace: When it was more manageable and the kids were little, it was fine to go…I think
what it morphed into, I found just…terrible. The public drunkenness and that kind of stuff
and I think that Beverly got a reputation for that and because of that. It’s one thing to do
the pub crawl because it’s a rite of passage, not that that’s a good thing or a positive thing,
but the fact that Beverly became this destination for public drunkenness. I just think that
eventually it all just got out of hand, that it wasn’t about Irish culture anymore, it was about
a whole different thing that was not so much an identity that I wanted to see.
By 2009, the event had grown very large and in part because of the unseasonably warm
weather on Parade Day, public drunkenness and the resulting social disorder was rampant
throughout the neighborhood. Residents recalled to me various problems that took place on Parade
Day 2009.
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Roxanne: That year, we did feel a little threatened. I was standing in the front of my house
and somebody hurled a bottle and it could have hit me or one of my family members. It
literally was just a foot or two away from hitting one of us. There were issues going on in
the park which required a helicopter to land in the middle of the park to disperse a large
crowd. It just got unruly that year.
Walt: But something had to be done because it was getting out of hand. There was like a
lot of vandalism and drunk driving and people getting arrested and under-age drinking. So
that part had to stop.
Lynne: It was out of control. It actually gave my kids a lasting memory--I mean they still
talk about watching this girl throw up and prepare to get violated. It was scary. We watched
her throw up, like right on 103rd and then we watched her friends wobble her toward the
park and we were like, “Okay, it’s time to go.” So we walked home. But something about
it didn’t look right, because it was guys, so me and my husband were kind of like keeping
an eye on it. And they cut through by the fieldhouse to go to the park. So we were like,
“That didn’t look right” and so he said, “Well I’ll go over there in a few minutes.” So my
kids were like, “Is that what people look like when they’re drunk?” My husband goes over
there and they’ve got her leaning up against a tree and they’re pulling her panties down!
And he’s like, “Hey, hey, hey!” And they scattered. So he still called police because she’s
there by herself and she was just out of it and we thought, “Is that what we’re doing here?”
It was just bad.
In response to a record number of police reports and the swelling size of the event, the
Parade Committee unexpectedly voted for the Parade’s cancellation at its 2009 follow-up meeting
(Kennedy 2010). Calls flooded the alderman’s office, more than 10-1 in support of the cancellation
(St. Clair, Chicago Tribune, March 27, 2009). The Committee issued a press release explaining
their decision, which centered on the fact that the parade had strayed from its original intent of
celebrating family, heritage, and the neighborhood. An excerpt from the Committee’s press release
follows:
This parade was an eagerly anticipated annual event which celebrated families, many of
whom have created decades long traditions that we hope will endure. But what began as a
neighborhood parade is now an event of international proportions. More than 300,000
people typically flock to the Beverly area each year, and the sheer volume has become
more than the neighborhood can reasonably accommodate. With these numbers comes a
collection of issues that strain both the host community and those individuals charged with
effectively managing the crowds. Additionally, the amount of resources required to launch
the event has become overwhelming to the community (Garcia, ABC 7 Chicago, March
25, 2009).
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Many residents were disappointed in the loss of a beloved neighborhood tradition, but it seemed
as though most agreed that it was the right decision and others were even thrilled. One resident
was quoted in the Chicago Tribune as saying, “When I heard they were canceling the parade, I
seriously did break into a happy dance. Thank God. It’s moved so far away from what its intent
was…It’s really sad that it’s being turned into a big drinking fest” (St. Clair and Wang, Chicago
Tribune, March 26, 2009).
According to The Chicago Tribune, on Parade Day 2009, there were 300,000 attendees, at
least ten police officers assaulted and 54 arrests (St. Clair, Chicago Tribune, March 27, 2009). Six
of the arrests were for drinking on the public way, four for underage drinking, five for battery,
three for obstructing a police officer, three for criminal trespassing, three for public urination, two
for aggravated assault and one for aggravated battery, one for drunken driving, one for criminal
damage to property and 25 for disorderly conduct (NBC 5 Chicago Staff, NBC 5 Chicago, March
17, 2009). Only seven of the arrested individuals had Chicago addresses and the rest, as the
Chicago Tribune put it, “primarily lived in the south suburbs, though some hailed from such farflung locales as Mundelein, Naperville, and St. John, Ind. One arrestee came all the way from
Arkansas” (St. Clair and Wang, Chicago Tribune, March 26, 2009). Residents widely believed
that the presence and misbehavior of outsiders was to blame for parade-associated problems.
Skippy: I thought it was a good event until it got totally out of hand. When they started
bus-loading people in from the suburbs and the kids, the Rock Island would run special
trains in from downtown and I’d come out of church at 9 o’clock and they’re getting off
special trains drunk already walking up! I think the essence of the Parade, it was good. I
thought it brought a lot of people in. And then it totally got outta hand and became a drunk
festival. And I don’t know how you control it. They did the best that they could. Just
stopped it.
Walt: The parade started out as a very small community thing and I think the whole purpose
of it was always to be a community thing, but more and more people just kept showing up.
And then it started turning into people coming from outside of the neighborhood and the
community and trashing the place. And that’s ultimately why they got rid of it.
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Anne: I think it was people coming from elsewhere. The bars would advertise up north and
bus everyone in here. It was like Mardi Gras! So yeah, I was glad when they canceled it.
Roxanne: I was not opposed to the parade stopping when it did because actually the last
year that the parade was held, that really caused it to go on a little hiatus, was a particularly
bad year as far as drunks just kind of walking around. Clearly didn’t have any ties here.
They seemed to be just kind of aimlessly walking around. Because what the parade did, as
you know, the parade would end and the bars would close and then they would remain
closed for a few hours with the hopes that the people who didn’t belong would kind of go
on their way, but what ended up happening was that the people who had nowhere to go,
just kind of congregated around. They kept drinking and fights ensued or just disorderly
conduct, public intoxication.
Chris: People can still have parties at their house and do what they want, but yeah, they
needed to address the busloads of people coming in from everywhere in Chicagoland and
just destroying the place.
The following year in 2010, rather than hold the parade, the Parade Committee organized
The Southside Irish Family Fest, hosted by the Beverly Arts Center, which focused on being a
family-friendly cultural festival that celebrated Irish heritage through food, dance, and music
(Kozubowski, The Beverly Review, February 23, 2011). And despite the fact that there was no
parade in 2010 and 2011, many residents continued to celebrate Parade Day by holding the same
parties they normally held and gathering with friends and family anyway.
Walt: I think some of the best parade days, maybe it was two years when they didn’t have
it. They didn’t even actually have the parade and those were probably the best. I still call
them Parade Days just because that’s what they’re designated as, or what people called
them. But probably the two best and that’s because everybody still had their parties, every
house, or the houses that typically have their parties and the people who had parties still
had those parties, so all their friends and families still gathered and people weren’t coming
in from all over the place and trashing the neighborhood and peeing on your front lawn.
After a two year hiatus, the Parade Committee announced that it would be bringing back
the Parade in March 2012. The Parade Committee took great care to emphasize across media
outlets that the revival would be a smaller, family-friendly event with a zero-tolerance alcohol
policy, strictly enforced by a private security firm and the Chicago Police, and that violations
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would be punished with harsh monetary fines (SSIP 2018). The goal, according to Alderman Matt
OShea, was “To make sure that a bad element doesn’t come back to our neighborhood. To make
sure this event stays a celebration of faith, family and heritage” (STMW, Chicago Sun Times,
February 7, 2013). Organizers estimated that in 2012, 150,000 people attended the Parade, half of
whom were children and 80% of whom were believed to be from “nearby communities” (CBS
Chicago Staff, CBS Chicago, March 11 2012). And perhaps the community’s greatest success was
that the Chicago Police reported no parade-related arrests in 2012 (CBS Chicago Staff, CBS
Chicago, March 11 2012).

Figure 30. Parade-Goers Enjoy the Southside Irish Parade, March 2015

Following the 2015 Parade, at a CAPS beat meeting in Beverly, I asked about whether
there had been any incidents on Parade Day. The following excerpt details the ensuing discussion
from my field notes:
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When the beat facilitator asked whether anyone had any other questions or concerns, I
used the opportunity to bring up the parade. I said, “I went to the parade this year and it
seemed like a nice event. I heard that there were no incidents, is that correct?”
The beat officer said, “Yeah, more or less there were no problems.”
The CAPS sergeant said, “They have worked really hard to keep the event under control.
There were a lot of meetings and organization of how to reduce crime – like working with
tavern keepers.”
The beat officer added that it was a family event and that the parade was for kids, as it
should be, not for drinking. He added, “Years ago when I arrested people on that day, it
was always someone from the suburbs.”
“Oh yeah,” the beat facilitator added. “The problem was people from the suburbs or the
north side.”
The sergeant nodded along. “Yeah, they identified the culprits and stopped them,” she
said. “There used to be busses that dropped people off from other places and they stopped
that.”
The beat facilitator added, “Oh yeah, they were getting off the train in the morning already
stoned!” Again, it was explicitly suggested by police and residents here that the problem
was the outsiders.
Residents widely viewed the reinstatement of the Parade as “new and improved” and evaluated
the Parade’s revival as successful.
Haley: It was much better. Less people, which isn’t a bad thing with the amount of people
that would be there. It became almost like you would be unable to go up to the parade
because of how crowded it would be. But this year I went up and there were still a ton of
people that had a really positive energy, but I was able to walk along the street. People
weren’t smelling like booze and falling everywhere.
Chris: Everyone that was visibly intoxicated was like at their friends’ backyard party. And
it wasn’t even over the top. It was clearly people that belonged, that are from here and
belonged here. It wasn’t like a big tailgate party.
Following the 2017 parade, which had grown to 200,000 attendees, organizers reported
there had zero parade-related arrests since the Parade’s return (Ludwig, DNAInfo, March 13,
2017). The community had effectively eliminated the problem of social disorder and crime as a
result of the Parade. There were several strategies that contributed to the reduction in arrests.
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The parade committee spent heavily to rid the parade of its seedier elements. Private
security was hired to work with Chicago Police, set up checkpoints, confiscate liquor and
enforce a “zero-tolerance policy” for open alcohol. Passengers were banned from bringing
booze on Metra Rock Island trains. North Side bars were discouraged from chartering
buses. Buses that did roll up were corralled into drop-off points. Leaflets were distributed
to local residents outlining the new rules. A hotline, with text-messaging support, was
distributed to neighbors to report problems. (STMW, Chicago Sun Times, February 7,
2013).
Several factors contributed to the neighborhood efficacy that enabled the successful revival
of the Parade. The first is the presence of the Parade Committee as a strong neighborhood nonprofit organization, but perhaps more importantly, the ability of residents to contribute to the costs
of the parade through annual fundraisers. Every year the Parade Committee raises several hundred
thousand dollars to pay for the insurance, permits, and city services necessary to hold the Parade.
They also pay for other services, for example, the private security services which have helped
monitor and control crowds and enforce zero-alcohol policies. The money is raised through
sponsorships by businesses and advertisers, selling parade-related apparel and souvenirs, and
annual fundraisers such as the yearly pre-parade party at a local bar and an Irish film festival at the
Beverly Art Center. But importantly, the economic strength of the neighborhood and its residents
readily attracts business sponsorships and residents have the financial ability to donate and
contribute to non-profit causes. The available money is a very important contributing factor in the
community’s ability to safely host such a large event in the neighborhood.
The second factor is the ability of the Parade Committee and other participating resident
organizers to garner the support of the institutional infrastructure of the neighborhood and city
more broadly. Beverly’s residents are well resourced and well tied into the city’s political and
leadership networks. Their high level of social and political capital facilitated the activation of
those ties into a number of effective strategies for Parade Day crime control, even despite the fact
that city leaders such as the mayor and the alderman initially opposed the Parade’s reinstatement.
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The Parade Committee worked with local politicians, including the alderman, to get a city
ordinance passed that increased the severity of penalties for having open alcohol within 800 feet
of a parade route. The neighborhood’s deep ties with the Chicago Police, many of whom reside in
the neighborhood, helped to garner the attention and cooperation of the department, and their
presence is highly visible at the Parade. There are multiple mobile police cameras, foot patrols,
mounted officers, and police helicopters. Their work is supplemented by numerous private security
guards in bright yellow coats. The neighborhood provides a very large number of riders, who are
daily commuters, on the Metra’s Rock Island Line, likely contributing in Metra’s willingness to
cooperate with Parade Committee requests. While alcohol is normally allowed on the Rock Island
trains, beginning in 2012, alcohol was no longer allowed on the day of the Southside Irish Parade.
The Parade Committee also focused on re-framing the Parade. Believing it had strayed from its
roots and its original intent as a neighborhood celebration, they made explicitly clear that the
reinstated parade would be “family-friendly” and a “celebration of faith, tradition, and
community.” These themes were spread through various media outlets and through their own
marketing channels.
Third, the sociocultural milieu of the neighborhood features a strong sense of place and
high neighborhood attachment, which leads to residents’ willingness to defend their community
when their sense of place has been violated. As was demonstrated above, many residents and local
leaders felt strongly that outsiders had ruined the day because they did not, and could not be
expected to, respect the neighborhood. Therefore residents and local institutions were amenable to
activating their efficacy in order to bring the event back into the line with the sense of Beverly as
a secure and safe place with low levels of visible social disorder. The neighborhood’s sturdy stock
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of social and political capital facilitated the activation of efficacy and contributed to the successful
elimination of crime on Parade Day.
Conclusion
The end result of high collective efficacy in Beverly is the residents’ ability to act
collectively to for the common good of the neighborhood. Residents’ repeated successes operate
to maintain their neighborhood’s stability. Suttles’ (1972) defended neighborhood theory is a
helpful framework for understanding these processes. The majority of recent research that has used
the defended neighborhood framework has focused on white neighborhoods and efforts to stop inmigration by members of other racial and ethnic groups (Buell 1980; DeSena 1994, 2005; Grattet
2009; Green et al. 1998; Lyon 2008). Studying neighborhood defense in Beverly has provided
insights into the complicated nature of neighborhood defense in a racially heterogeneous
neighborhood, especially one located on Chicago’s south side. Residents primarily attempt to
defend their neighborhood from crime and disorder caused by “outsiders”, but the conflation of
blackness with disorder and the resulting implicit biases of residents, often result in racial
discrimination and prejudice against black people in the neighborhood, including black residents.
Consequently, black residents feel the need to take great care in how they act and look while in
the neighborhood, and are burdened with having to prove their membership. The tension between
effective informal social control and discriminatory exclusion serves as an important empirical
example of the “dark side” of collective efficacy and social capital that has been theorized by other
researchers (Portes 1998; Sampson et al. 1999; Clampet-Lundquist et al. 2011; Sampson 2012).
While the “dark side” of collective efficacy definitely rears its ugly head in Beverly, most
residents agree that simple racism is rare, instead attributing these problems to implicit biases.
Admittedly, it is difficult to know for certain if they are correct. Regardless of the cause,
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neighborhood organizations like BAPA and the Southwest Chicago Diversity Collaborative,
among others, actively work to build cohesion and promote diversity and inclusion. In doing so,
these groups contribute to the continued stability of the neighborhood.
The case of the Southside Irish Parade demonstrates successful neighborhood defense,
whereby residents effectively eliminated the problem of crime and disorder that accompanied the
celebration. This case serves as an applied example of the collective efficacy model of
neighborhood stability (see Figure 2 in Chapter 1), illustrating how neighborhood cohesion, social
capital and institutional support, economic resources, and residents’ willingness to respond to a
local problem facilitated a collective response that contributes to the continued maintenance of
neighborhood stability. Further, the future collective efficacy of the neighborhood is strengthened
by such a large-scale success as this one. In addition to demonstrating the applicability of the
model, this case also provides an example of neighborhood defense can be used in a racially neutral
way. In the case of the Parade, white and black residents alike worked to defend the neighborhood
from parade-going “outsiders,” most of whom were white, but regardless of their race or ethnicity.
Residents were not concerned with skin color, but rather with how the disorder perpetrated by the
outsiders threatened the identity and security of their neighborhood.
The analysis provided in this chapter has several important implications. First, the
residents’ struggles (and failures) to defend their neighborhood without challenging the
membership of their black neighbors demonstrates the imperfect nature of social relations in a
racially heterogeneous community. Stable diversity does not automatically bring harmony and
cohesion among residents. Community members in stably diverse neighborhoods must actively
work to build a diverse and inclusive identity in order to promote the solidarity required for
collective efficacy.
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Second, the findings from Beverly suggest that even when neighborhood defense does not
completely exclude certain people from a community, it may still limit their membership or impede
their entry enough to have lasting effects on the ability to access and utilize neighborhood
resources or to accumulate wealth. For example, when Samantha moved into the neighborhood,
she felt that her lack of neighborhood social capital affected her family’s ability to buy a desirable
home, which she argued has had long-term effects on her children’s access to public schools and
her family’s financial stability. Samantha’s case, as well as the cases of others who had difficulty
navigating entry into the neighborhood, demonstrate how neighborhood defense can limit
membership and restrict the equal access of residents to the full range of benefits and resources
offered by the neighborhood.
Lastly, I have focused on the negative implications of neighborhood defense in terms of
racial discrimination; however, neighborhood defense can also result in discrimination along other
lines of inequality, for example, ethnic, age, gender, sexuality, religion, or class. These types of
discrimination will vary with community contexts and should be considered in future studies of
neighborhood defense. While residents in Beverly hardly ever raised examples that highlighted
these other forms of stratification, it is worth mention that class exclusion was implicit in almost
all of their defensive efforts. I have not fully analyzed the element of underlying classism in
Beverly’s neighborhood defense, but reserve this as a pertinent point for future study. As norms
evolve to favor racial and ethnic tolerance and diversity in American neighborhoods, it may be
that classism comes to the forefront of residential inequality. American communities are already
extremely segregated on the basis of class, although this point is often taken for granted as a
“natural” division. Future research in community and urban sociology should delve deeper into
classism, discrimination, and exclusion in American neighborhoods.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION

A commonly held assumption is that good neighborhoods are good because good people
live in them and that bad neighborhoods are bad because bad people live in them. That assumption,
of course, is erroneous. Good people with the best intentions live in all sorts of neighborhoods,
even the worst ones. It is not the character of residents that varies so much from neighborhood to
neighborhood as does residents’ capacity to create and maintain the kind of community that we
call “good.” That capacity, or efficacy, varies for a host of reasons. Through studying Beverly, a
particularly capable and efficacious neighborhood, I have been able to uncover and identify
various factors that affect neighborhood collective action. I have also demonstrated how in
Beverly, a very favorable configuration of conditions facilitates the residents’ ability to actively
maintain neighborhood stability. These findings contribute an important contextual and processual
lens to the study of collective efficacy, while also linking neighborhood social processes to
neighborhood stability.
The development of the theory of collective efficacy by Sampson et al. (1997) was
innovative in that it drew attention to the importance of community members’ shared expectations
for social control and their trust and cohesion with one another for predicting neighborhood
variation in crime and other social outcomes. Researchers have found that neighborhood collective
efficacy is largely stable over time (Sampson 2012) and predicts future variation in crime
(Sampson and Raudenbush 1999; Morenoff et al. 2001; Sampson and Wikstrom 2007; Mazerolle
et al. 2010; Burchfield and Silver 2013) and other social outcomes (Browning 2002; Browning
and Cagney 2002; Skrabski et al. 2004; Browing et al. 2005; Cohen et al. 2006; Way et al. 2006;
Browing et al. 2008; Kamo et al. 2008; Odgers et al. 2009; Gibson et al. 2010), independently of
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neighborhood social composition (Sampson 2012). These findings have led Sampson (2012:368)
to state that, “In most cases, then, whether rich or poor, white or black, I argue that collective
efficacy signals a community on a trajectory of wellbeing” (emphasis in original). An expansive
body of quantitative research has made a very compelling case for the durability of collective
efficacy as an important neighborhood process, but a number of questions remain regarding how
exactly it is that shared expectations and trust can put a community on “a trajectory of wellbeing.”
More specifically, to better understand collective efficacy, we must ask important questions like:
How do shared expectations, cohesion, and trust matter for collective efficacy and action? Where
do shared expectations and trust come from in a community? What kinds of things do residents
actually do to contribute to efficacy and action? How do their sentiments toward the neighborhood
and one another matter? How does local context matter? How does collective efficacy facilitate
collective action? How does collective efficacy impact social relations in a neighborhood? How
does collective efficacy affect neighborhood trajectory and stability?
This dissertation has attempted to provide a fuller understanding of collective efficacy by
asking and answering the questions listed above, among many others. I explored the determinants,
processes, and consequences of neighborhood collective efficacy by qualitatively and critically
interrogating social processes in Beverly. Through the analysis of collective efficacy in Beverly, I
have distilled a model of collective efficacy and neighborhood stability. This model provides a
roadmap for understanding how context, culture, individual agency, organizational support, and
neighborhood resources are interrelated and operate to impact efficacy and ultimately collective
action, with implications for neighborhood stability.
How is the study of collective efficacy in Beverly helpful to our understandings of
neighborhood social processes more generally? The findings from this study are not broadly
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generalizable to any particular set of neighborhoods, but rather serve to identify the factors and
conditions that make up the process of neighborhood collective efficacy. Beverly is a distinctive
case – a stable, diverse, and efficacious neighborhood that is rich in social and economic resources
– but still an instructive case, when analyzed using the conditional approach (Small 2004).
Following this perspective, I began at the starting point of assuming that the relationship between
collective efficacy and neighborhood stability “is neither automatic nor spurious but conditional
on factors that must be identified” (Small 2004:176). In the case of Beverly, there are several
important conditional factors that serve as crucial mechanisms linking context, collective efficacy,
and stability. For example, levels of neighborhood identity, pride, cohesion, trust, and the narrative
frames through which residents form their attachment to the neighborhood, the availability of
neighborhood resources and social capital, the expectations for neighborhood safety and social
control, residents’ willingness to intervene and sense of defendedness, relationships between
residents and police, the presence and effectiveness of neighborhood-oriented organizations, and
the political context and events occurring in the surrounding neighborhoods and the city more
broadly. I treat these “observed mechanisms as conditions, not universal traits” (Small 2004:184).
The conditionalist approach also:
[F]ocuses on context and intermediary factors; however, it does not aim to explain all the
factors leading to a particular outcome in a given case. Rather it tends to focus on those
conditions at least theoretically capable of manifesting themselves in different
neighborhood settings. In this sense, its analyses of a particular neighborhood tend to be
less holistic and idiographic and more targeted and aimed at comparison. Thus, rather than
seeing cases as historically arbitrary, it seeks to place them within the context of testable
theories about conditional relationships (Small 2004:184).
So while the configuration of conditions present in Beverly is unique and distinct, each of the
conditions are capable of manifesting in other settings. Examining Beverly, where there are known
high levels of collective efficacy, has allowed me to identify the configuration of conditions, and
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provide a testable theoretical model of how these conditions work together to effect collective
efficacy and neighborhood stability.
In addition to serving as an apt research site because of the condition of high collective
efficacy, Beverly is also a pertinent case because of its condition of stable diversity. A distinctive
aspect of neighborhood collective efficacy is that it can be found in high levels even in racially
heterogeneous communities like Beverly (Sampson 2012). This is particularly interesting in light
of social disorganization theory’s prediction that racial and ethnic heterogeneity impede
neighborhood cohesion and trust – two core elements of collective efficacy. Examining the social
processes of collective efficacy in Beverly has lent insights into how it is that community members
come to form cohesion, trust, and efficacy despite their racial differences. Further, this study of
Beverly has also investigated the “dark side” of collective efficacy and high social capital. Stably
diverse neighborhoods are rare, but increasing in number across the United States and by
interrogating the processes of collective efficacy in Beverly, we have learned more about the
complex social relations and challenges that may be faced by residents in other diverse
neighborhoods.
Beverly and the Collective Efficacy Model of Neighborhood Stability
The major contribution of this dissertation is the collective efficacy model of neighborhood
stability, as was presented in Chapter 1 and is revisited here in light of the findings from Beverly
(see Figure 31 below). I argue that collective efficacy (F) is a process that reflects the interplay of
neighborhood sociocultural milieu (C), residents’ willingness to act in the interests of the common
good of their neighborhood (D), and social capital and neighborhood resources (E). This process
is activated in response to proposed neighborhood changes or challenges (B), and is susceptible to
external factors (city politics, geographic location, events, etc.) (G), which may operate to enhance
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or impede neighborhood collective efficacy. All of these factors contribute to residents’ ability to
work collectively and act to respond to neighborhood issues or problems (H). The ability of
residents to collectively act facilitates the continued stability of the neighborhood (I), and
contributes to the stabilization, or improvement, of neighborhood conditions over time (J).

Figure 31. The Collective Efficacy Model of Neighborhood Stability (Revisited)

234
The case of Beverly serves as an analytical application of the collective efficacy model of
neighborhood stability. In the sections that follow, I will thematically summarize the major
findings from this dissertation and discuss how these findings either contribute new knowledge or
raise new questions.
Culture and Context: Sociocultural Milieu
In Beverly, efficacy was predicated upon a neighborhood sociocultural milieu that
manifested via community pride, sense of identity, cohesion, and strong neighborhood attachment.
In the course of this study, Beverly’s residents expressed a high degree of satisfaction with the
neighborhood and a strong sense of place identity, which contributed to their pride and bounded
solidarity as co-residents. Further, the varying cultural frames through which residents shaped
attachment to Beverly had in common an underlying fear that the neighborhood, and thus their
home, could be “lost”. This sense of urban unease had roots in the sociohistorical and geographic
context of the neighborhood, and the memory and visibility of neighborhood decline and inequality
on Chicago’s south side. The resulting attachment to the neighborhood as a source of cohesion,
pride, security, and wealth served to facilitate collective efficacy and motivate collective action
among residents.
The findings from Beverly demonstrate two important points with regard to collective
efficacy. First, we can see how various social psychological processes, such as place attachment,
cohesion, identity, and pride, operate to motivate collective action that serves the interests of
preserving neighborhood stability. Second, we learn about the roots of attachment, as expressed
through neighborhood narrative frames, and how they are inhered in the sociohistorical context of
the neighborhood and vary across demographics of neighborhood residents, such as race, age, or
tenure in the community. Perhaps most importantly, examining the multiple neighborhood
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narrative frames in Beverly showed that despite demographic differences among residents and
variations in their cultural frames, there were also commonalities that promoted working
collectively for the good of the neighborhood. This finding lends insight into how it is that
collective efficacy occurs despite the fact that social disorganization theory would predict that
Beverly’s racial diversity would inhibit two of its fundamental components - cohesion and trust.
The findings regarding sociocultural milieu demonstrate the importance of place
attachment for the purposes of neighborhood collective efficacy. Strong place attachment is a
condition that is very likely to be a necessary component of collective efficacy in any setting;
however, the case of Beverly highlights the importance of context in the ability and likelihood of
residents to form strong attachment. Beverly’s residents easily formed attachment because of the
desirable conditions of their neighborhood, and because of the visibility and proximity of less
desirable neighborhood conditions such as concentrated poverty, disorder, and violence. This may
mean that it will be difficult to promote strong attachment in neighborhoods that suffer from social
problems like crime and disorder, but perhaps also in more privileged neighborhoods where
continued stability and security is taken for granted. Efforts to build efficacy in other communities
will have to include analyses of the sociohistorical and current context of neighborhoods, as well
as residents’ neighborhood cultural frames, and tailor strategies for building attachment to the
specific needs of the community. For example, in a poor neighborhood that has experienced
decline, cleaning up and creating public spaces or institutions that celebrate neighborhood history
may aid in fostering pride and attachment. Conversely, in a wealthy, newly-constructed suburb,
building efficacy may require targeted efforts to foster cohesion among residents and to establish
a local identity.
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Social Capital and Neighborhood Resources
A key component of collective efficacy theory is that while social ties may facilitate
efficacy, they are not sufficient on their own. Rather, residents must be able to extract social
resources from their existing ties and activate those resources for the common good of the
neighborhood. In Chapter 4, I emphasized the importance of distinguishing social ties from social
capital (the resources inhered within networks). I applied Carpiano’s (2006) forms of
neighborhood social capital to analyze how social capital in Beverly promoted collective efficacy.
Residents in Beverly drew several forms of social capital from their social ties, for example, social
support, social leverage, neighborhood organizational participation, and informal social control.
Neighborhood organizations were particularly beneficial because of their ability to generate placebased capital, which highlighted for residents the ability of the neighborhood to serve as a unique
resource in itself. Beverly’s residents also relied on fostering familiarity, building trust, and
channeling reliable information through their neighbors, via direct communication, as well as
through the use of technology such as social media. Treating neighborliness as an important
resource facilitated residents’ ability to enact informal social control, and also to act collectively.
Consequently, the norm of neighborliness strengthened both perceptions of efficacy among
residents, as well as their actual efficacy.
Examining social capital in Beverly provides insights into how social ties can matter for
collective efficacy, providing that they serve as a fruitful source of social capital. The findings
from Beverly reinforce the assertion that social capital cannot be separated from the economic
resources and other forms of human capital. For example, social networks in Beverly were able to
provide resources such as social support because of individual residents’ access to surpluses in
time and money. It would be very difficult for neighbors to provide care for other neighbors if they
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were struggling to find the time and resources to care for their own families, or even for their own
selves. The ability to provide social leverage in Beverly was facilitated by residents’ access to
education, employment, cultural capital, and positions of power in institutions. In those
neighborhoods where human and economic capital is lacking, even the strongest social ties may
not be able to produce social capital, despite residents’ best intentions and efforts. Consequently,
it would also be very difficult for residents in capital-deprived neighborhoods to generate
collective efficacy. This point stresses the importance of injecting resources into high-needs
communities where efficacy is lacking.
The findings from Beverly suggest that neighborhood social capital is very complex and
intertwined not only with other resources, but also with the trust and cohesion that aid social
processes of activation. Future studies should take care to measure the actual resource potential of
social ties and not just the ties themselves. Additionally, researchers and practitioners should
search for ways that social capital might be fostered even in places where other human and
economic capital is lacking. Of course, it would also be extremely helpful to continue to look for
ways that resources can be funneled into communities in need, as well as for innovative ways to
build social capital, generate collective efficacy, and facilitate collective action when social and
economic resources are lacking.
Stability and Safety: Willingness to Act and Intervene
Collective efficacy is a group process that reflects a neighborhood’s capacity for collective
action, but it is also a process that relies on individual residents’ willingness to act, with an
emphasis on their willingness being widespread enough to fuel collective efforts. In Beverly,
residents’ willingness to act reflected their high social and economic capital, high perceived safety,
and also their strong community attachment, which was rooted in residents’ affective feelings
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toward the neighborhood but also in a sense of urban unease. Residents of Beverly lived in close
proximity to neighborhoods with higher levels of poverty, crime, and other types of urban social
problems. Some residents moved to Beverly in order to escape the urban social problems and
potential decline of other neighborhoods. Others witnessed or experienced neighborhood decline
and disorder in the Chicago communities where they worked, shopped, visited friends or family,
or commuted through in the course of their day-to-day lives. As a result, most residents were
cognizant of the variation in Chicago’s neighborhood conditions and viewed Beverly’s relative
prosperity, stability, and security tentatively. This fear and urban unease did a great deal to
motivate residents’ willingness to act in ways that preserved neighborhood conditions and
promoted neighborhood stability. Gerald Suttles’ (1978) theory of the defended neighborhood is a
useful framework for understanding how Beverly’s residents acted to maintain their neighborhood
conditions. Neighborhood defense in Beverly was not an inherently racist process but was at times
used in an exclusionary manner, depending on individual attitudes, and also sometimes had
discriminatory effects despite non-racist intent. While the conflation of race with disorder in
Chicago can make it difficult to parse out racism from neighborhood defense, the case of the
cancellation of the Southside Irish Parade serves as an example of Beverly’s aversion to
neighborhood “invasion” by the disorder caused by outsiders, independent of their race.
Research in collective efficacy has traditionally assessed informal social control by
measuring residents’ perceptions about their neighbors’ willingness to intervene in local problems,
leaving some gaps in our knowledge about the context of actual interventions. Examining instances
of actual response to crime in Beverly demonstrated that residents did not activate collective
efficacy in response to every instance of crime. Crimes that were viewed as an expected part of
routine urban life – which I conceptualized as routine urban crime – did not necessarily instigate
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a collective response. Rather, residents were more like to respond collectively to those crimes that
violated their sense of Beverly as a safe and secure place.
These findings demonstrated the importance that context and sense of place play in
determining when, why, where, and how neighborhood residents will be willing to act and
intervene. The combination of attachment and urban unease seemed to be particularly integral in
motivating neighborhood defensive action in Beverly. This suggests potential practical challenges
for building efficacy and motivating action on the part of residents in communities that lack either
attachment or unease. Additionally, the findings on crime suggest that in order to engender a
community response to crime, the crime will likely have to violate residents’ expectations for
routine occurrences in the neighborhood and responding will have seem like a safe and effective
option. Consequently, in neighborhoods where violent crime is viewed as an expected part of daily
life, residents may become discouraged from responding in an informal capacity. This is also true
for residents who believe that intervening or acting in response to neighborhood crime could be
personally dangerous. A major takeaway from these findings it that the willingness to act should
not be viewed as reflecting the superior good character of a neighborhood’s residents, but rather
should be viewed through a contextual lens that considers the unique set of neighborhood
conditions, including perceptions and other psychosocial aspects like attachment and sense of
place, as potential inhibitors or facilitators of collective action.
Practical Considerations and Policy Suggestions
The findings from Beverly highlight neighborhood conditions that contribute to the social
process of collective efficacy and neighborhood stability. Because the conditionalist approach
selects on those conditions that are capable of arising, or being reproduced, in other neighborhoods
it is particularly useful for developing policy and practical suggestions for improving
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neighborhoods. Below, I draw on the findings from Beverly in order to outline five major
suggestions for facilitating neighborhood efficacy and collective action in other communities.
1. Establish Comprehensive Neighborhood Organizations
The findings from Beverly demonstrated the vital role that the Beverly Area Planning
Association played in strengthening the sociocultural milieu of the neighborhood, building social
capital, place-based capital, coordinating resources, guiding informal social control, and
organizing or aiding residents in their collective efforts. BAPA served as an important tool for
facilitating neighborhood collective efficacy and their success Beverly suggests that the
establishment of comprehensive neighborhood organizations (CNOs) may be extremely helpful
in other neighborhoods as well.
Comprehensive neighborhood organizations should be staffed by primarily neighborhood
residents, although in some neighborhoods, it may be necessary for outside community organizers,
consultants, or other experienced CNO members, to be involved in the establishment of new CNOs
for purposes of training and initial recruitment. The establishment and maintenance of new CNOs
will require significant resources, which may necessitate fundraising in neighborhoods where
residents are financially secure enough to donate to non-profit organizations. Municipal and state
governments should consider providing resources or grants to CNOs in neighborhoods where
residents may not be able to financially support a new non-profit, as poor neighborhoods may
benefit most from the establishment of a CNO. CNOs are a useful and low-maintenance
neighborhood resource that at a minimum, would require only a very small staff. If necessary, that
staff could even be made up of a few part-time volunteer residents (although paid, full-time staff
would always be preferable).
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The main focus of new CNOs should be to familiarize with neighborhood residents and
their needs, form relationships with important institutions and agencies (police, churches, schools,
city services etc.), and provide a means of communication and information-sharing for residents.
Subsequent goals should be set by CNOs as they become established in the neighborhood and
attuned to the community’s unique needs. CNOs can serve as an integral resource for guiding and
facilitating neighborhood collective efficacy and action.
2. Strengthen Neighborhood Sociocultural Milieu
A strong sociocultural milieu is particularly important for facilitating neighborhood
collective efficacy. Findings from Beverly and other research (Brown et al. 2003; Cantillon et al.
2003; Chavis et al. 1986; Chavis and Wandersman 1990; Manzo and Perkins 2006; Walton 2016)
suggest that place identity and strong neighborhood attachment do a great deal to motivate action.
In Beverly, there were several structural factors that contributed to high attachment, but in other
places, it may be necessary to actively build neighborhood attachment among residents. One
strategy for building attachment is constructing a distinctive neighborhood identity of which
residents can be proud. This may require drawing on and celebrating unique neighborhood history,
culture, residents, and other distinctive features as a source of pride. Neighborhood attachment can
be aided by pride in physical aspects of the neighborhood, and so highlighting architecture,
landmarks, or historic buildings may also helpful. In those neighborhoods where these types of
physical structures or lacking, it may be helpful to revisit forgotten neighborhood history or in a
newer neighborhood, create new landmarks or structures that celebrates neighborhood identity.
Efforts should also be made to reduce visible signs of disorder, “clean and green”, and improve
walkability. CNOs could be particularly helpful in constructing and marketing a neighborhood
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identity and local pride (e.g. BAPA and “The Village in the City” nickname and “Love Where
You Live” motto).
Another vital component of strong sociocultural milieu of the neighborhood is trust and
cohesion. CNOs can be very useful in coordinating campaigns and events that promote trust and
cohesion in neighborhoods, but as was demonstrated in Beverly, this can also be done at the blocklevel. Residents should value neighborliness as an important norm and understand it as a vital
component of maintaining, or improving, their neighborhood. Neighborliness does not require that
neighbors become friends, but that they - as residents in Beverly often put it – “speak”, treat each
other respectfully, and are able to recognize other block members. Residents should be able to use
one another as important resources for sharing information and support. Some strategies for
building cohesion and trust on the block level are establishing block captains, holding block
parties, distributing a monthly newsletter, or establishing phone/email trees.
3. Emphasize and Develop the Resource Potential of Social Ties
In order for residents to benefit from their neighborhood social ties, they must be able to
draw out the resource potential of those relationships. Doing so requires that residents first, are
tied into neighborhood networks, and second, that residents in those networks trust one another
and are cohesive enough to motivate acting as resources for one another (see the previous section
for strategies for building trust and cohesion). Consequently, a strong sociocultural milieu is
fundamental for promoting the resource potential of neighborhood social ties.
Beyond mere membership in neighborhood networks, residents must serve as resources for
other members and should be convinced that helping one another serves the common good of the
neighborhood more broadly. Carpiano (2006) suggested four forms of neighborhood social capital:
social support, social leverage, informal social control and neighborhood organization
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participation. For the purposes of social support and social leverage, residents should be
encouraged to use their own available resources, including intangibles like care, information, and
expertise, to help other residents. CNOs and instrumental individuals can help residents become
aware of and provide available resources to one another. In neighborhoods where residents lack
personal capital, the ability to access resources in some other capacity will be vital for collective
efficacy.
Residents should be encouraged to participate in the informal social control of their
neighborhoods. In Beverly, the Chicago community policing program (CAPS) was extremely
helpful in training residents in this regard. CAPS was also an important source of information
exchange and served to foster trust between residents and police, promoting their working
relationship. Similar community policing programs may be helpful in other neighborhoods as well.
At the block-level, residents should become familiar with the normal, routine, and usual behaviors
on their block, and be encouraged to report to police any suspicious behavior. Residents should
also be taught strategies for conflict-resolution and monitoring their neighborhood in ways that do
not involve the police. When affordable, residents should use lighting and security cameras around
their homes to deter crime and/or help police locate criminal suspects. Police departments may be
able to help by distributing flood lights and neighborhood watch signs to residents. Residents may
also want to establish neighborhood watch groups. Additionally, residents should work together
to raise awareness about how informal social control may have negative effects for people who are
engaged in innocent behaviors and to come up with strategies for minimizing the negative impact
of their informal social control efforts.
Participation in neighborhood organizations is another extremely beneficial form of
neighborhood social capital. In addition to the utility of CNOs (which I discussed above in the first
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section), residents may also participate in other forms of neighborhood organization by forming
their own civic organizations on the block-cluster or block-level. These groups can respond to the
specific needs of smaller groups of neighbors and coordinate between neighbors and the larger
CNO. Additionally, smaller organizations can plan events, neighborhood improvement projects,
and build trust, cohesion, and neighborliness at the block-level.
Residents may also consider forming neighborhood clubs or groups that are purpose-based
and have specific missions or goals for the neighborhood. In Beverly, the Southwest Chicago
Diversity Collaborative served as an example of an organization with the limited purpose of
promoting diversity and tolerance in the neighborhood. These smaller and more focused
organizations might serve specific purposes or may even just serve to connect groups of residents
with common interests. Facebook and other social media are an excellent resource for
coordinating, or even maintaining, these types of groups and organizations. Membership in
neighborhood Facebook groups can serve as a useful site for the exchange of information and
support, as well as other forms of social capital. CNOs can serve as a helpful resource in training
residents to serve as admins for neighborhood Facebook groups, and in teaching residents how to
access and effectively use social media for the purposes of generating neighborhood social capital
and collective efficacy.
4. Incentivize and Support Action
Most important for the purposes of collective efficacy and neighborhood stability is that
residents need to be convinced that acting for the common good of their neighborhood is an
effective and efficient use of their time. Individual residents are most likely to feel this way when
there is a system of support set up in the neighborhood that promotes and facilitates their action.
The presence of a CNOs and other neighborhood groups will be a major contributor in
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demonstrating that support to residents. Additionally, collective efficacy research has shown that
knowledge or experiences of prior success encourage future efficacy (Hipp 2016), so providing
visibility and spreading awareness about the success of projects and neighborhood efforts may also
motivate future action.
Residents must also feel that acting in response to neighborhood problems is a safe option.
It may be difficult to provide safe environments for action in high-crime neighborhoods, but the
presence of a strong social and organizational infrastructure will help. Residents might also
consider supporting each other through neighborhood watch groups, safe passage walking
programs, and court-watching and advocacy programs. Additionally, it may help for CNOs and
police to investigate residents’ sense of routine urban crime and challenge those conceptions that
display lost faith in the possibility of the neighborhood as a safe place. Residents who remain
hopeful that community crime and other local problems can be effectively addressed will be more
likely to act for the common good of the neighborhood.
5. Provide Resources in Support of Neighborhood Social Infrastructure
Beverly is a relatively affluent neighborhood. Beverly’s residents were able to draw on
their personal resources to make up for the inability or unwillingness of the city and other
institutions to provide public resources in support of neighborhood initiatives. The lack of
available public resources is a huge obstacle to the collective efficacy of neighborhoods where
residents lack surplus capital. Even in neighborhoods where residents are willing and able to
coordinate a collective response to solve a local problem, if they are unable to access necessary
resources, their efforts may fail. In other neighborhoods, residents may be willing to act for the
common good of the neighborhood, but not know how to go about doing so, or may have limited
time to coordinate their neighbors. CNOs are particularly helpful in this regard, as well as in
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incentivizing action in communities that are lacking willing residents. All of these scenarios
require financial, social, and spatial resources. The findings from Beverly demonstrate the great
successes that can be achieved by neighborhood residents when their social infrastructure is
supported. Corporations, banks, local businesses, non-profits and other funding agencies should
continue to provide grants and awards for neighborhood initiatives. Additionally, the federal, state,
and local governments would do communities a great service by investing public resources to
efficacy building efforts (such as those that have been described above) at the neighborhood-level.
The Politics of Place and Neighborhood Inequality
My findings demonstrate the important role that context plays in the process of
neighborhood collective efficacy. Trust, cohesion, and shared expectations for control do not exist
in a vacuum, but are psychosocial factors shaped in part by cultural frames, history, neighborhood
conditions, city politics, social capital, access to resources, organizational efforts, and individual
responses. My model of collective efficacy and neighborhood stability attempts to situate efficacy
at the crossroads of all of these factors and provide a framework that accounts for the complexity
of the social processes of neighborhood collective efficacy. It is my hope that future research will
test the applicability of this model to other settings and continue to search for determinants and
outcomes of collective efficacy.
In this dissertation I have focused on highlighting the importance of context, cognition, and
culture in the social process of collective efficacy. Admittedly, my analysis has erred on the
exploratory and theory-building side at the expense of a full critical analysis. There are several
points worth mentioning in this regard. First, while I have largely discussed the maintenance of
neighborhood stability and community goal-setting in positive terms, the issue of power among
neighborhood claims-makers should be considered. In other words, in neighborhood studies we
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should also consider who determines what favorable conditions are and who do those conditions
most benefit? Also, who is left out of decision-making or who does not benefit from collective
neighborhood efforts? The maintenance of stability undoubtedly varies in how it affects different
groups of people and may not be equally beneficial (or beneficial at all) to some residents. Having
established a theoretical framework of neighborhood collective efficacy, my future research will
more critically interrogate how neighborhood and city power dynamics affect social outcomes.
Secondly, as previous research has also pointed out, high collective efficacy has its
drawbacks and its potential “dark side” (Portes 1998; Sampson et al. 1999; Clampet-Lundquist et
al. 2011; Sampson 2012). This point was discussed in the chapter on neighborhood defense, but
should be reiterated here. Strong cohesion and community solidarity serve to solidify
neighborhood membership, but also may result in the creation of out-groups and the policing of
neighborhood belonging. Because of the conflation of race with disorder on Chicago’s south side,
and also because of Beverly’s history as a white enclave, black residents and nonresidents of
Beverly were often put under increased scrutiny and surveillance. Black residents often had to
legitimize their presence and prove their membership in the neighborhood. Further, the skeptical
orientation toward outsiders, coupled with some lingering racist attitudes, negatively affected
social relations in the neighborhood, so that even while many residents, business owners, and
neighborhood organizations in Beverly worked to promote the community as diverse and
welcoming, social life in the neighborhood was not yet seamlessly integrated. These findings are
a reminder that we should not assume that stably diverse neighborhoods are inherently socially
and/or residentially integrated. Future research should continue to investigate racial and ethnic
relations in other stably diverse neighborhoods. Further, future research on collective efficacy
should interrogate not only the beneficial outcomes of high efficacy, but also the drawbacks.
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A third point to keep in mind is that studies of neighborhood processes have often
overlooked the politics of power and place. Ultimately, city neighborhoods are political wards in
constant competition for scarce resources and in Chicago there is a well-entrenched political
machine that has solidified a social stratum in the city with long-lasting effects for neighborhood
inequality. Sampson (2012) argued that collective efficacy in Chicago neighborhoods is relatively
stable over time, but treats this as a durable neighborhood effect instead of asking about how the
political economy contributes to reproducing vast inequality in neighborhood capacity. To this
point, Robert Vargas’ findings in Little Village demonstrated that “poor neighborhoods may not
inherently lack collective efficacy, but rather, have their collective efficacy dissipate as a result of
politics, leadership turnover, and budget shortfalls among local state organizations” (Vargas
2012:163). He also argued that, “While concepts like collective efficacy and legal cynicism help
explain neighborhood homicide rates, they are measures of individual attitudes or collective action
among residents and do not capture the political structures that can facilitate or impede residents’
collective efficacy” (Vargas 2016:173). Residents in communities like Beverly benefit from ward
political affiliations that have typically supported the Chicago political machine. Additionally, the
residents of Beverly possessed considerable stocks of economic, social, and political capital,
through which they were able to garner the attention and respect of city and organizational leaders,
who in turn legitimized their concerns and supported their collective efforts. These advantages
contributed to their power to identify and name local problems, as well as to set goals and strategies
for addressing them. All of these factors greatly contributed to residents’ ability to act collectively.
These points reinforce the importance of considering the role of “extra-local factors” and other
contextual elements, including the politics of place, as inhibitors or facilitators of collective
efficacy.
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As a last point, it may be worth considering whether collective efficacy continues to be a
helpful analytical concept or whether we are better off studying and discussing its comprising
social processes separately. “Collective efficacy” is a construct that reflects multiple social
processes that are affected by many different contextual, cultural, economic, political, and
individual-level factors. Using such as expansive, and in some ways passive, term may conceal
the complexity of these processes, as well as muddy the role that various actors play in reproducing
neighborhood inequality by supporting the capacity of certain neighborhoods at the expense of
others. I refrain from taking a stance on this issue here, but recommend it as an important point of
consideration for future researchers.
Concluding Remarks on Neighborhood Collective Efficacy
Ultimately, we care about collective efficacy because it reflects a community’s ability to
respond to and solve local problems – an important step in shaping the neighborhood into a place
that reflects the preferences and goals of the residents and that transmits wellbeing. Sampson
(2006:159) argued that, “there is reason to argue that collective efficacy is an independent factor
in the future economic trajectory of a community.” I also argue that efficacy plays an important
role in a community’s ability to act to achieve their goals and maintain stability or improvement
in their neighborhood. This dissertation moves beyond treating collective efficacy as an attribute
of communities and highlights the social process of efficacy and neighborhood collective action.
This case study of Beverly has allowed for the identification of multiple conditions that contribute
to neighborhood collective efficacy. The findings contributed to the development of a model of
collective efficacy and neighborhood stability that highlights the role that context, culture,
cognition, resources, organizations, and agency play in facilitating a neighborhood’s capacity for
collective action. This model can serve as the basis for future research in other communities, and
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through continued comparative research, we may be able to draw out the integral components of
collective efficacy that hold across settings, as well as those elements that may be context-specific.
By identifying where, when, and why elements of collective efficacy vary, we might be better able
to devise efficacy-building strategies as well as other initiatives that promote collective action for
the purposes of neighborhood improvement and stability.
Concluding Remarks on Beverly
I am very grateful to the residents of Beverly for participating in this study. They are
welcoming, friendly, generous, fiercely loyal, and determined to “hang on” to their neighborhood.
Beverly is in many ways, as their motto suggests, still “The Village in the City.” Community has
not been lost there and the residents’ continued commitment to their neighborhood and to one
another is perhaps their greatest asset and accomplishment. Beverly’s residents also grapple with
contemporary social problems. For example, they are still working to overcome racism and
discrimination. While crime is relatively low, it could be lower. The neighborhood could be more
walkable and more eco-friendly. But, importantly, the residents are talking about and actively
addressing these, and other problems. Beverly’s residents seem to know their successes as well as
their shortcomings, and their willingness to work together to tackle their obstacles leaves me
optimistic that the neighborhood will continue to evolve and progress, while still hanging on to the
elements of the urban village that make Beverly distinct.
In writing about neighborhoods, it is not easy to convey feelings of place in a way that will
feel completely satisfactory for those who are intimately familiar with it. As someone who will
always fondly consider Beverly home, I have often worried about the impressions that I will leave
on readers with regard to Beverly. I have done my best to be completely honest, fair, and accurate
in my sociological assessment of collective efficacy in Beverly. It is important to remember that
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this dissertation should not be interpreted as an account of all aspects of social life in Beverly.
Rather, I focus specifically on the determinants, processes, and consequences of neighborhood
collective efficacy. For those who are interested in accounts of other aspects of social life in
Beverly, I encourage you to seek out the work of Beverly’s historians, artists, artisans, writers,
journalists, and comedians. You might also consider visiting the neighborhood, and stopping at
the Ridge Beverly Historical Society or the Beverly Arts Center, eating in its restaurants, having a
drink in one of the local bars, attending the Memorial Day Parade, the Bikes and Brews fest, or
any other of the numerous festivals and celebrations that take place in the community. And along
the way, don’t forget to stop to talk with the people that live there, who are always eager to share
their insights and ideas.
One of the benefits of collective efficacy is that it promotes optimism. When people can
come together to act collectively, there is great potential and promise for positive societal change.
A limitation of the study of collective efficacy is that is has been primarily focused on how efficacy
affects outcomes within neighborhoods but not beyond. Similarly, perhaps a limitation in the
outlook of many Chicagoans is that they have been too neighborhood-centric. If Chicagoans in the
city’s most efficacious neighborhood could use their capacity to act for and demand change in
struggling neighborhoods as well as in their own, they might be able to disrupt existing structures
of neighborhood inequality. It is my sincerest hope that the residents of Beverly will continue to
work hard to make their neighborhood a good place to be for all people, and that they might extend
that work to other places as well.
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APPENDIX A: RESIDENT INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Demographics
Gender
Age
Race
Length of residence
Why did you move here? OR Why have you stayed here?
General
Tell me about this neighborhood.
Day-to-Day Places
Can you give me examples of places you’d go in the neighborhood to do the following things:
Shop for groceries?
Go out to breakfast?
Go out to dinner?
Go to have a drink with friends?
(Probe reasons for choosing those places.)
Are there places that you wouldn’t go to in the neighborhood? Why or why not?
(If do not do these things in the neighborhood)  Why do you go outside the neighborhood to do
these things?
Community Identity
What is the sense of community like in this neighborhood?
(Possible probes) → Do you think everyone shares this sense?
How would you describe this neighborhood's identity?
(Possible probes)  Where does this sense of identity come from?
Do you think everyone shares this identity?
Social Cohesion
How trustworthy are people in this neighborhood?
(Possible probes)  Where do you think this sense of trust comes from?
What do you think causes untrustworthiness here?
Can you give me some examples of trustworthy/untrustworthy
behavior among your neighbors?
How connected do you feel to this neighborhood?
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Shared Expectations
Do you think there are any problems with this neighborhood?
(Possible probes)  Sense of shared expectations for social control.
Have you ever stopped people from causing trouble in this
neighborhood?
Do your neighbors watch out for you or your property?
Do you feel like kids in this neighborhood are troublemakers?
Would you feel comfortable intervening if you saw unruly behavior
from local kids?
Have you ever called the police about something going on in the
neighborhood?
Crime
Tell me about crime in this neighborhood.
(If crime is a problem) → What kinds of crimes are an issue?
Who do you believe is committing crimes here?
What do you think should be done to stop crime?
(If crime not a problem) → Why isn't crime a problem here?
Parade
Can you tell me about the South Side Irish Parade?
Do you celebrate Parade Day?
(If yes)  What do you do to celebrate?
What did you think about the cancellation?
Probe  perceptions of crime and neighborhood disorder
What do you think of Parade Day since it has been reinstated?
(If no)  Why not?
Concluding
What are the best parts about living here?
What do you think this neighborhood will be like 10 years from now?
Is there anything else you think I should know about life here?
Do you have any questions for me?
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